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ABSTRACT

The quality of 'the literature disseminated through a major educational

information channel, the acceptance levels of this literature, and its

effects upon decision making and implementation in the educational systems

are the major considerations of this research.

One hundred and two research-oriented documents were randomly select-

ed from the 1971 entries in Research in Education (RIE), theabstracting

and microfiche dissemination service of unpublished literature compiled

by the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC). These reports

were presented to a group of Educational Research Specialists to determine

their quality. The same reports were submitted to a group of Educational

Decision Makers for an assessment of their quality and usefulness from

the practitioner's point of view. By analyzing and comparing these as-

sesaments,.an attempt was made to determine: (1) the quality of the

information being disseminated' (2) the acceptance levels of the reports

among Educational Decision Makers; (3) the plans Educational Decision

Makers make as a result of the information being disseminated; and (4) how

these implementation plans are related to the quality of the information

being disseminated.

The results indicated that, while there were some high quality

reports in R], the overall quality was rated low by the Research Special-

ists. On the other hand, the acceptance levels of these same reports among
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Decision Makers was high. Thus a significant disparity was found between

the quality of the reports and their acceptance,levels among educational

practitioners. Specific information relating to actual decisions these

practitioners would base on these reports was not adequately obtained in

this study. However, it was inferred that the rapid dissemination of low

quality information was actually a disservice rather than an assistance to

the Decision Makers.

In addition, the results suggested that Decision Makers with lower

degrees of research sophistication were more likely to overrate the quality

of the research. Although no differences in quality of research were found

among the various clearinghouses, differences in quality were found to

be related to the sponsorship of the paper.. Papers sponsored by organ-

izations with higher quality control were of significantly higher quality.

The results,therefore, indicate that RIE often disseminates low

quality information which is likely to have harmful effects on its intend-

ed audience. The major recommendation-for this study is to introduce

a system of refereeing into the RIE system. A rapid refereeing system

would retain the advantages of RIE, while reducing the negative side ef-

fects found in the present study.



INTRODUCTION

Need for the Study

Knowledge and information in education, as well as in science and

technology in general, have proliferated rapidly in recent years. Expen-

ditures for research specifically designed to .improve educational

practices have increased greatly. In addition, large scale attempts

are being made to apply knowledge from other fields to educational

theory and practice.

This proliferation of knowledge and information has been ac-

companied in the educational community by considerable concern about

the adequate dissemination and implementation of reports, findings,

collections, summaries, etc., which have been compiled. An increase

in information accomplishes little unless it is, disseminated to persons

who need this information for use in their professional work. Further,

the dissemination of information is useful only to the extent that the

information being disseminated is accurate, of high quality, and in a
I

form which will be of optimal use to the recipient of the information.

The present study examines the quality of the literature dis-

seminated through a major educational information channel, the ac-

ceptance levels of the literature among its recipients, and its effects

upon decision making and implementation in educational systems.

Overview of the Study

Research in Education (RIE) represents the indexing and micro-

fiche dissemination system of the'Educational Resources Information



Center (ERIC). The primary purpose of RIE is to disseminate infor-

mation which is not already available in some other published sources.

For example, papers presented at meetings and conventions, technical

reports, final reports of various funded research projects and other

reports which are not published by their authors might be disseminated

through RIE.

While rapid dissemination of educational information is desirable

there is considerable evidence that much of what is disseminated is of

poor quality. For example, Michael (1963), Campbell and Stanley (1963),

Wandt (1965, 1967), Scriven (1967), Asher (1969), Mann (1969), Caro

(1971), and Vockell and Asher (1972) have suggested that quality and

reliability are often lacking, even in research published in the

scientific journals. If the published research literature, which is

subject to prepublication editing, is of questionable quality, it would

seem that unpublished research literature, which is largely unedited,

would be of even lower quality.

The present study attempts to'determine: (1) the quality of the

research information lacing disseminated in RIE, (2) the acceptance

levels of this information among educlational decision makers, (3) the

plans educational decision makers makp as a result of the information

being disseminated, and (4) how possible implementation plans are

related to the quality of the research.

The basic procedure employed in this study was to select a random

group of RIE research documents and to submit these documents for

evaluation to two groups of judges: (a) highly qualified specialists

in educational research, who would determine the quality of the documnts;

and (b) educational practitioners who represent the audience expected
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to make educational decisions based on the information disseminated in

the documents (i.e., the audience to whom ERIC is directed.)

Significance of the, Study

If the documents which are being disseminated by RIE are of high

quality, then this dissemination service is providing a valuable service

to educational decision makers. Rapid delivery of high quality research

would enable educational practitioners to bring relevant information

to bear on their problems much sooner than would be the case if they

would have to wait for formal publication of the research. Thus

practitioners could make use not only of information published by "big

name" educators and authors, but also of well-evaluated practical

implementations of research by other practitioners.

If the research disseminated by RIE is found to be of low quality,

a typical reaction to such a finding would be to argue that such dis-

semination is a waste of time and money,-_, Educational practitioners

can gain little, from information which is trivial or inaccurate. It

will be argued in this study, however, that such dissemination of low

quality information is not merely a waste of time and money,, but actu-

ally an adverse influence upon intelligent educational decision making.

When a person-buys a new house, he does not have to be an archi-

tectural expert: he feels he has a right to rely upon the judgment of

an architect to provide appropriate, sound architectural engineering.

The situation is similar for users of educational research. A person

faced with making an educational decision has the right to assume that

the research information with which he is provided as a basis for his

decision is accurate. He should not have to be an expert on multi-

variate analysis of variance to be able to make decisions about studies
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which use this analytical procedure. If he is faced with a decision

and has information available from a factor analytic study, his problem

should not be to determine whether the factor analysis was properly

done, but rather to determine whether the results of the study are ap-

plicable to his situation and what effect these results should have

upon his decision.

The dangers inherent in disseminating low quality research inform-

ation, therefore, are accentuated to the extent that it can be shown

that educational decision makers are unable to differentiate between

good and bad research. The present study attempts to examine both the

quality of the research disseminated through RIE and the likelihood

that low quality research which is disseminated will be considered

high quality information by educational decision makers.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Diseuaination of Scientific Information

A National Academy of Science Committee (1970) has listed five

levels-to which scientific information needs to be disseminated:

(1) the scholar, (2) the practitioner, (3) the elementary or secondary

school teacher, (4) the policy-maker or administrator, and (5) the

citizen. Similarly, Brady and Branscomb (1972) list, in decreasing

order of specialization and increasing order of breadth and generality,

four general communities in need of technical information: (1) the

scientific specialist (the researcher), (2) the industrial engineer

(the applier), (3) the planner, the policy maker, and the manager

(the innovators and guiders), and (4) the public (the consumer,

beneficiary, and victim). All persons in these various categories

have a right and need for such information, but they do not all need

it at the sane level of specification, detail, specialization, under-

standing, or speed. In view of such varying levels of need and

sophistication, it has become increasingly obvious that some outside

organizational help, beyond the usual abstracts, yearly reviews, sum-

marizing books, etc., is necessary for most users of scientific

information to help them keep abreast of new developments in various

fields of science and for their various purposes.

Dissemination of research findings can be either formal- or informal.

Informal dissemination includes such procedures as discussions with

colleagues, corresponding among interested parties, and conversations
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and exchanges at meetings. Garvey, Lin, and Nelson (1970) present

BOMB interesting comparisons between such informal presentations in

the physical sciences, the social sciences, and education and their

transition into more formal dissemination through journals. They

find that patterns of information flow somewhat differently in these

various disciplines. The communications structures in education and

the social sciences are relatively incohesive as compared to those of

the physical sciences.

In formal dissemination of scientific information through journals,

a major role of review and qurtlity-control has traditionally been al-

located to an editor or board of editors or consultants. The National

Academy's Committee (1970) states: "The editor's task is to decline

work which is duplicative, incompetent, incorrect, or totally pedes-

trian. This set of editorial judgments is the backbone of the scien-

tific information system. It protects the inexpert reader and those

who provide research funds, while assuring scientists in the field

that the published work has been perforned with competence and that

the findings are probably reliable." (p. 413)

Quality of Educational Information

Havelock (1969) presents a detailed study of the processes of

innovation, dissemination, and knowledge utilization. He also examines

the characteristics of the individuals and organizations which facilitate

or inhibit these three processes. Although this and similar studies

reviewed by Havelock provide essential information about the systems

and linkages involved in the dissemination process, there is little
]

explicit consideration of the quality of information being disseminated;

that it may be inaccurate or even have detrimental effects in the
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dissemination processes as the result of such inaccuracies.

There has long been criticism of the adequacy of the research and

evaluation literature published in the education journals. Speaking

in general of the era of pre-USOE research support and dissemination,

for example, Michael (1963), an editor of the Research Methodology issue

of the Review of Educational Research, has suggested', perhaps somewhat

harshly, that, "Probably, on the average, only 10 percent of published

papers in educational journals are worthy of being reported in the

Review." Similarly, Scriven (1967) has maintained that in education

"...by minimum acceptable research standards, 95 percent of the work

in the field...that is concerned with causal analysis(is, either by

theoretical or practical standards, invalid or trivial." Sieber (1968)

reports a review of 250 comparisons of live and televised instructions

contained in 31 reports which showed that most of the comparisons were

ill designed, used inadequate samples, misinterpreted the data, or

suffered from other serious flaws.

Wandt as Chairman of an AERA Committee on Evaluation of Research

(1965, 1967) published a report on an empirical study of the quality

of research in education. He selected 125 articles which he determin-

ed to be representative of the research articles published in the

broad field of education journals in 1962. These also included as-

sociated fields of child development, educational psychology, and

sociology. He submitted these articles to 125 judges who were deemed

experts in the field of educational research by an AERA panel. The

judges were asked to rate the articles "accept," "revise" or "reject"

on the basis of their acceptability for publication in a journal of

educational research. Of these published articles, the judges rated



19% "accept," 41% "revise," and 40% "reject." The judges also gave

rather detailed lists of specific shortcomings which occurred in the

articles which they felt should be rejected or returned for revision.

Campbell and ,Stanley (1963, p. 176) suggest, "Much research in

education today conforms to a design in which a single group is studied

only once, subsequent to some agent or treatment presumed to cause

change....such studies have such a total absence of control as to be

of almost no scientific value." Glass (1968) states that unless

evidence of the worth of a new procedure generated from a single case

or group is supported by public and replicable evidence, then the sup-

port for the ideas and procedures can only be appeals to authority.

These authorities may be very able people, but it leaves the door open

to self-interested persons, quacks, and frauds who to the public may

seem to have equal, or even greater authority. Corey's book, Action

Research to Improve School Practices (1953) points out, "The results

of many educational experiments have been controversial because in-

adequate provision was Made for obtaining data describing their suc-

cess or failure. Those who substitute for the 'tried and true' newer

and presumably more promising practices are under an especial obliga-

tion to obtain objective evidence about consequences (p. 100)."

More recently, Campbell (1969, p. 409) has indicated possible.

political involvements accompanying many educational innovations which

could make accurate evaluations extremely difficult. "...most admin-

istrators wisely prefer to limit the evaluationo to those the outcomes

of which they can control, particularly insofar as published outcomes

or press releases are concerned. Ambiguity, lack of truly comparable

comparison bases, and lack of concrete evidence all work to increase



the administrator's control over what gets said, or at least to reduce

the biteof criticism in case of actual failure. There is safety under

the cloak of ignorance." Further, as Caro (1971, p. 91) indicates,

"Those who actually carry out the programs to be evaluated are subordinate

to those to whom the evaluators report. The issues addressed by the

evaluation and the manner in which results are reported are strongly

related to sponsorship. Consequently, the interests of the general

public, practitioners, and recipients of services are not often fully

served by evaluators."

Another difficulty arises out of the demand for quick results.

Mann (1969, p. 13) states, "The better the study, the longer it takes,

and consequently the less usefulness it may have. Conversely, the

sloppier the procedure, the more likely it is to provide information

on questions of interest even though this data will be of doubtful

validity."

Quality Control in Research Dissemination

The implications of information quality for educational evaluation

are proposed by Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, Hammond, Merriman,

and Pi'ovus (1971, p. 61-63) in their evaluational model. It distin-

guishes among four general types of decision settings: (1) decisions

to effect large changes supported by a high level of relevant inform-

ation grasp, (2) decisions involving small changes and high inform-

ation grasp, (3) decisions involving small changes and low information

grasp, and (4) decisions involving large changes and low information

grasp. (A change is "large" if society considers the variables to be

altered important and if society considers the proposed change to be
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important rather than trivial.) The depth and quality of information

demanded from the dissemination process will vary from setting to set-

ting. Decisions which involve large changes will demand more detailed,

accurate information than those involving smaller changes. Stufflebeam,

et al. state that for educational practitioners "evaluation must be

more extensive when there is only little information (or when the

client cannot use available information in its present form)."

Asher (1972) states that it is not possible for professional

educators to read the literature in education and the related journals

without a good knowledge of the theory of measurement, internal validity

concepts of research design, and some statistics. This problem is more

serious in education than in the physical and biological sciences. One

reason may be that engineers and physicians are trained in the measure-

ment principles and research methods of the physical or biological

sciences, while most professionals in education are not so well trained

in the behavioral sciences. In addition, comments, critiques, and

rejoinders are a standard part of the literature in the physical

sciences, whereas this is not the case in the behavioral sciences.

liockell and Asher (1972) determined the 15 most frequently cited jour-

nals in the 1969 Encyclopedia of Educational Research and sent question-

naires to the editors of these journals to determine policy with regard

to critical comments. The results clearly indicate that there journals

do not as a general practice contain critiques, comments, rejoinders,

or critical letters to the editor.

Kronick (1969) states that the scholarly journal originally

developed as an open record in which each scholar submitted his find-

ings to his fellow scientists for their review and criticism. Such



exchange of critical comment is looked upon as an essential part of

the scientific dissemination process. Garvey and Griffith (1971, p. 357)

have reported on a study of psychologists who had distributed pre-

prints of their scientific papers: "Over 60% of these authors received

feedback that prompted them to modify their manuscripts. These modi-

fications were not simply a matter of improvementmin grannar and style

of the manuscript but, instead, involved significant modifications

such as reanalysis of data, redefinition of concepts, etc." The

importance of good refereeing and quality control at the editorial

level is magnified by the fact that teacher-oriented organizations

seem to be initiating publication policies which will put "practical"

information rather than research studies into tLe hands of classroom

teachers. For example, Riedesel (1971) indicates that the future

policy of The Arithmetic Teacher, a journal of the National Council

of Teachers of Mathematics (am), willdbe not to publish research

articles. Implicit in such a policy change is the expectation that

readers can implement what they find useful without bothering with

the details of the research design.

Gideonse (1968) presented an output-oriented model of research

and development elaborating and extending Guba and Clark's (1965)

well known model. He attempts to classify the processes related to

and necessary for change in education. The first stage is Development,

which includes both invention and design of the innovation; the second

stage, DiffUsion, includes dissemination and demonstration. (Gideonse's

definition of Demonstration includes such processes as "to examine and

assess" the qualities of the innovation.) The final stage is Adoption,

which includes trial, installation, and institutionalization. Here

part of the'objectiVe is, "To...provide a basis for assessing the
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quality, value, fit, and utility of the invention...i.e., to test."

Thus Gideonse considers systematic evaluation of the material to be

disseminated as an integral part of the Development and Dissemination

process.

Asher (1972) states, "...lack of systematic research editing,

critiques, and comments in the literature...hurts in a non-negative

way as well. It is often stated that everybody knows the quality of

the literature in education, and this is particularly true of doctoral

dissertations. But there are well done studies in the literature of

value to education that are ignored....Again the total volume of the

literature is so large and generally of such poor quality in terms of

its objectivity that often the strategy in using it is to implement

those research ideas which occurred most recently, that is, what is

most popular at the moment. This practice hardly builds enduring

qualities in an educational system. Meanwhile communications and infor-

mation of high quality tend to become obliterated in the mass of docu-

ments." Asher recommends as a partial solution an explicitly defined

Elimination process added to the Gideonse (1968) model.

Garvey and Griffith (1971) view this problem from a slightly

different viewpoint. They maintain that an informal information system

must exist alongside the formal dimension, but they point out that this

informal domain is not meant to have the same attributes as information

published in the reputable journal literature. These authors maintain

that scientists and authors need a forum where they can present half -.

formed ideas for critical commentary from their peers before re-

evaluating them and presenting them to the public. Such information

and ideas may turn out to be completely false, but as long as they are
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contained in the informal domain, they should be relatively harmless.

The potential difficulty is that such informal information may be dis-

seminated in such a way that "...regardless of efforts to keep these

reports from taking on the status of a formal communication, the

receiver gets the impression that the reported findings are sound, and

the discovery is original. This conclusion may be reached simply

because the reports no longer have the characteristics of informal

communication and come to resemble the formal journal article (p. 361)."

Computerized Information Dissemination lutes

The computer has introduced new advantages and opportunities for

the storage and dissemination of scientific information. Such advantages,

however, are accompanied by difficulties and responsibilities. The

work of Garvey and Griffith (1963, 1964a, 19641,, 1965, 1966,'1967,

1971) has shown that concentration on retrieval techniques alone is

not an adequate way to improve a communication system if the desired

outcome is a net increase in the amount of relevant knowledge avail-

able to the working scientist (Clark, 1971). An excessive volume of

information tends to swamp the reader(Licklider, 1966). Holt (1971,

p. 331) points out that "The undoubted merits of computers in this

kind of work seem to have made many of us overlook the fact that the

problems we face are not primarily technological....It is becoming

evident, however, that the diagnosis of our communication problem is

mainly 'information input overload; and the strategy of coping with

it that seems called for is reducing the amount of input by better

control of quality."



With the increase in volume of information, there is greater dif-

ficulty for the inexperienced reader in determining what is good and

what is bad in literature. Ziman (1969, p. 319) points out that "We

must be able to rely on the basic accuracy and honesty of what we read

in other people's papers, for we are always using their results in the

construction of our own researches, and simply cannot find the time to

repeat all their experiments, measurement , calculations, for our-

selves....I cannot see how this innocence could be preserved against

careerist pressures to publish, if there were no scrutiny by expert

referees." The National. Academy of Sciences Committee (1970) adds

that even when a fully computerized information retrieval system is

eventually developed "...the role of the editors and reviewers will

remain unchanged: indiscriminate release of unedited reports to a

computer network could well be even more disastrous than indiscriminate

publishing would be today." Loevinger (1972,.p. 9) adds that,

"Propogation of errors is far more detrimental to science than a

moderate delay in the propogation of truth."

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

An example of the application of computerized retrieval and dis-

semination systems to the field of education is the Educational Resources

Information Center (ERIC). ERIC can be described as a national infor-

mation system designed and supported by. the National Institute.of

Education. Its purpose is to provide ready access to results of

"exemplary programs, research and development efforts, and related

information that can be used in developing more effective educational

programs" (ERIC, 1970b). ERIC employs a system of specialized clear-

ing houses, each of which is responsible for a particular educational
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area. Current significant information relevant to education is

monitored, acquired, evaluated, abstracted, indexed, and listed in

ERIC reference sources. Through these reference sources, "any educator,

anywhere in the country, has easy access to reports of innovative

programs, conference proceedings, bibliographies, outstanding profes-

sional papers, curriculum-related materials, and reports of the most

significant efforts in educational research and development, regardless

of where they were first reported" (ERIC, 1970b).

ERIC has two major indexing and abstracting publicationEt

Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE), which indexes published

information in education; and Research in Education (RIE), which

indexes information which has not been formally published in a scien-

tific or professional journal. A rqcent (1970a) ERIC newsletter

states: "...ERIC's two principal publications, RIE and CIJE are

remarkably efficient guides to what is good in literature. Putting

ourselves in the shoes of potential users, we sagaciously clear only

the best for inclusion in RIE Computerized indexing of what is

available in ERIC will facilitate your 'ferreting out' as no other

information system has ever done."

It would seem that the RIE aspects of ERIC may present a contra-

diction. If the. Published literature is of the quality Wandt, Camp-

bell, Campbell and Stanley, Glass, and Corey suggest that it is, what

value can there be in the massive dissemination of unpublished liter-

ature, which has only minimal review by scientists and professionals?
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Quality of the RIE Research

An investigation was initiated at Purdue University (Asher & Vockell,

1970, unpublished) to attempt to evaluate the quality of the imforma-

tion available through RIE. Twelve judges were selected who had taken

advanced courses in research design, statistics, and measurement tech-

niques. A total of 745 citations were randomly selected from RIE and

were assigned to the judges. The judges were instructed to (0 determine

the number of reports cited involving any evidence of empirical data to

support the information included in the report, and (b) evaluate the

quality of the articles designated as "research articles" according to

predetermined criteria.

Of the 745 reports investigated, a total of only 155 were classi-

fied as data-oriented research. Of these, 22 were not available in

either microfiche or hardback from ERIC's reproduction service and there-

fore could not be investigated further. Thus a total of 133 (17.3%) of

the original 745 citations referred to available research reports.

The judges then were asked to undertake three forms o evaluation:

(a) rank the reports on a 5-point scale according to the quality,

(b) rank the reports "accept," "reject" or "revise" according to whether

or not the articles should be accepted for journal publication, and

(c) list the possible errors which appeared in reports listed either

as "reject" or "revise." A summary of the results is given in Table I.

As the results indicate, a total of only 6.7% of the original 745

citations (39% of the research documents) referred to reports which

were supported by research which is either good or excellent. A total

of only 2.6% of the original 745 citations (15% of the research reports)

referred to reports which were considered worthy of publication as they
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were written. These low ratings would seem to be the result of the pre-

viously cited looseness in the informal communication system and in eval-

uations sponsored by the same organization which is being evaluated. As

suggested by Garvey and Griffith (1971), a serious problem can arise when

such information is transformed into a formal communication system.

TABLE 1

QUALITY RATINGS OF RIE DOCUMENTS (Asher & Vockell, 1970)

No. Cum %
Research
Reports

Cum
All
Reports

Excellent--A model of good practice 19 9.8 1.69

Good--A few minor defects 39 39.3 6.76

Mediocre--Not good, not bad 33 64.3 11.05

Poor--Some serious defects 37 92.4 15.86

Completely incompetent--"horrible" 10 100.0 17.16

I 1 132*

Accept, Revise, Reject

Accept 20 15.0 2.60

Revise 48 51.1 8.84

RejeA 100.0 17.29

133

* = 1 report not rated'

Dissemination is an integral and important aspect of scientific and

professional enterprises in general and education and educational research

specifically. 'ERIC is a major'effort in educational researchldissemination
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process. Yet, the dissemination process is based in great part on the

assumption that what is being disseminated is factual and worth dissem-

inating. In the light of the research reviewed and conducted it seems

that this might be a somewhat tenuous assumption.

Research Evaluation Instruments

Research has been reported on the development of various objective

instruments for judging the quality of educational research and evaluation.

Bartos (1969) reviews 32 such instruments. Wendt (1967) in his previously

cited AERA work developed a list of 25 characteristics with a five-point

quality-rating scale for each characteristic. Wendt also included an

"accept- revise - reject" scale and a system for classifying individual

errors pointed out by the judges. Persell (1966) used a similar combina-

tion of individual ratings of specific characteristics combined with an

overall rating of the quality of the work, based on both the substance

and the methodology of the research. Suydam (1968) has developed an

instrument for evaluating experimental educational research reports,

based on an analysis of nine general areas which results in a cumulative

overall score for the report. A similar instrument was developed by Kohr

and Suydam (1970) for evaluating survey research. Checklists and principles

which can serve as guidelines for evaluating educational research ana

evaluation can be found in Farquahax and Krumboltz (1959), Borg (1963),

Campbell and. Stanley (1963),:Mouly (1963)) Rummel (1964), Travers (1964),

Kerlinger (1964), Van Dalen (1966), Scriven (1967), Sudhman (1967),

Grobman (1968) Fox (1969), Gephart and,Bartos (1969), Baxter (1970), ana

Stufflebeam, et al. (1971). McReynolds. (1971) presents research on the

reliability of such ratings of research papers.
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Statement of the Problem

The central problem of this study is to determine the quality of the

literature disseminated through a major educational dissemination channel,

its acceptance levels among Educational Decision Makers, and the possible

effects of its implementation in educational systems. Specifically, the

following questions will be investigated;

1. What is the quality of the research information in this major

educational dissemination channel?

2. How does this quality compare with that of refereed and edit-

ed research literature which is formilly published in prof-

essional journals?

3. Does the quality of the literature vary among different ERIC

clearinghouses?

4. Are RIE documents which have been submitted to some degree

of refereeing of better quality than those which have been

submitted to little or no refereeing?

5. What are the acceptance levels of these disseminated reports

among the audience of educational practitioners, administrators,

teachers, and developers?

6. Are there differences in research sophistication among Educ-

ational Decision Makers which are related to their evaluations

of the research documents?

7. What implementation plans would these educational practition

ers make as the result of the information disseminated in

this channel?

8. How are these implementation plans related to the previously

determined quality of the information disseminated?
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9. Are there differences between ratings by Educational Research

Specialists and ratings by Educational Decision Makers which

are related to the nature of the decision situation?
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PROCEDURES

Overview

In the present study, 102 research-oriented documents were randomly

selected from ERIC's Research in Education. These documents were each

assigned to an Educational Decision Maker and to an Educational Research

Specialist to be read and evaluated. The Research Specialists were ex-

pected to rate the documents according to the quality of the research in-

formation, and the Decision Makers according to its usefulness in their

decision making processes.

The results of the evaluations of the two groups were tabulated and

compared to determine (a) the quality of the research contained in the

documents, (b) whether discrepancies existed between the ratings of the

two groups, (c) the kinds of decisions Educational Decision Makers would

make based on these reports, and (d) the relationship between the prob-

able decisions and the quality of the research.

In addition, the documents were subdivided into groups according to

the amount of refereeing they had received prior to dissemination, and

these groups of documents were compared to determine if differences in

quality existed. The documents were also subdivided according to the
1

level of sophistication of the Decision Makers who reviewed them, and the

ratings of these documents were compared to determine whether the dis-

crepancies between ratings of Decision Makers and rating of Research

Specialists were related to the Decision Maker's level of sophistication.
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Each of the components mentioned above will be described in detail

in subsequent sections.

The Documents in the Study

A five percent random sample was drawn from all the documents indexed

and abstracted in ERIC's Research in Education (RIE) during 1971. Five

two digit numbers were selected from a table of random numbers, and all

documents whose accession numbers ended in these two digits were included

in this init!el sample. This yielded a total of 617 citations. Next the

abstracts of these documents were examined, and each report was classi-

fied as either research-oriented or non-research-oriented. A report was

classified as research-oriented if it contained empirical data which were

used either to evaluate a program or to test an hypothesis. Otherwise it

was classified as non-research-oriented. Thus experiments, quasi-experi-

ments, scientific surveys, field studies, and scientific case studies were

classified as research-oriented. Bibliographies, reviews of the litera-

ture, census or status surveys, policy statements, personal opinions, cur-

riculum guides, administrative guidelines, and other documents which con-

tained no supporting empirical data were classified as non-research-orient-

ed.

This classifying was done by two independent judges. Initial clas-

sifying provided agreement on all but thirty documents. The abstracts of

these thirty documents were re-examined, and the full documents were

obtained when available on microfiche. On the basis of the examination

of this further information the same two judges again classified the

documents. This second attempt at classification resulted in agreement

on all but five documents. These five documents were examined by a third

judge and were classified as research-oriented or non-research-oriented
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on the basis of the agreement of two out of the three raters. This process

of classification resulted in 203 of the original 617 citations being

classified as research-oriented.

Forty-one of these 203 research-oriented documents were listed in

Research in Education as not available from the ERIC Document Reproduc-

tion Service (EDRS) in either microfiche or hardcover format. Another 21

were available in microfiche but not in hardcover format. Thus of the

original 617 documents in the initial sample of documents, only 141 were

research documents in the format needed for mailing to the reviewers.

From these, 102 documents were randomly selected and were purchased from

EDRS for subsequent analysis in the current study. (The documents were

numbered from 1 through 141. Thirty-nine three-digit numbers within this

range were selected from a random numbers table, and the corresponding

39 documents were omitted from the study.) The titles of these 102

documents and their RIE accession numbers are given in Appendix A.

The Educational Decision Makers

The Educational Decision Makers consisted of professional educators

in elementary and secondary school systems, in state educational agencies,

in colleges and, universities, and in other education-related fields which

are part of ERIC's audience. A person was classified as a "Decision

Maker" if he was an educator at a level higher than a teacher of a single

classroom and conceivably could make an educational decision based on the

information in the report he would review. All Decision Makers' were

persons who had volunteered to take part in the study and who were told

that they would receive an honorarium ranging from $15.00 to $30.00 for

their services. Initial contact was made with these Decision Makers

either by letter (see Appendix B) or by phone. (The phone message conveyed

the same information contained in the letter.)
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With a few exceptions, the Decision Makers were selected from Indiana

and surrounding states and metropolitan areas. This procedure was fol-

lowed for several reasons. First, such a sample was geographically con-

venient for researchers from Purdue University, who were able to make the

necessary personal follow-ups required by the study to obtain an except-

ionally high rate of return and to obtain necessary clarifications and

interpretations of results. Second, a population of Educational Decision

Makers was readily available from up-to-date lists from state, city, and

other educational agencies. Third, it appears that Indiana and geograph-

ically close major metropolitan areas should not be considered atypical of

school personnel, systems, and institutions throughout the United States.

Indiana is known as thecrossroads of the nation' and there is evidence

from Project TALENT that Indiana high school students are quite typical

of U.S. students in aptitude and achievement (Asher & Dodson, 1972, in

press).

A list of Educational Decision Makers was obtained of participants

in the Model Training Project (MTP) in Educational Evaluation, a nation-

wide program centered at Ohio State UnivemIty. The MTP trains and re-

trains personnel in evaluation techniques to be employed as part of the

decision making and change processes. Additional names of Decision Makers

were obtained from the Indiana State Department of Public Instruction and

from Phi Delta Kappa. These prospective participants were contacted by

letter (Appendix B) to solicit their participation.. Participants listed

areas of professional interest,-and research reports were then matched to

these areas of interest.

The documents not placed through this process were then listed and

attempts were made either by letter of phone to obtain reviewers who would
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be interested in the specific area covered by each document. Lists from

various departments of education, faculty lists from universities, and

recommendations from personnel in these two groups were consulted. The

potential reviewers were contacted and their participation was solicited.

This procedure resulted in the eventual placement of all the documents.

The names and professional positions of all the Educational Decision

Makers are listed in Appendix C.

The Research Specialists

The list of 166 reviewers employed by Wendt (1967, p. 32) was obtain-

ed, and an attempt was made to mail a letter to all of these reviewers

to solicit their participation as reviewers of ERIC research-oriented

documents. A copy of the letter is included in Appendix D. These review-

ers had been selected by Wandt on the basis of professional expertise.

At the time of his study all were AERA members, 98% had doctorates, 63%

had taught research methods courses, 75% had supervised Ph.D. work, and

their median number of professional publications was 16.

Thirty-five of the original 166 reviewers contacted replied that

they would be unable to participate. Reasons for non-participation were

not actively requested, but when these were volunteered they ranged from

overly complicated work schedules to unwillingness to "participate in

OE enterprises." One hundred reviewers replied that they would be will-

ing to read and evaluate a document. Two reviewers were unable to parti-

cipate, but recommended specific colleagues they felt were qualified to

take their places, and these suggestions were accepted. Three reviewers

were known to have died since the Wendt study. The other 26 reviewers

could not be contacted or failed to respond after five months, and no

further information was obtained on them.
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Attempts were made to send reviewers documents close to their field

of interest. In the course of the study it became apparent that several

of the documents were completely outside the areas of expertise of the

reviewers available. For example, none of the reviewers felt qualified

to evaluate a document on nursing education. In such cases, persons from

the content area of the report who were also highly qualified in research

skills were asked to participate. Their qualifications as researchers

were based on their published research in the designated content area and

the recommendation of a Research Specialist already in the sample. Three

additional reviewers were obtained in this manner. The names of all the

Research Specialists are included in Appendix E.

To further ascertain the qualifications of these reviewers as Research

Specialists, the reviewers were asked at the time they were completing the

evaluation form (a) whether they were currently teaching a course in

research methodology or had ever taught such a course, and (b) how many

research reports they had published in professional journals or presented

at professional meetings. The precise wording of the question used to

obtain this information is included as part of the questionnaire in Ap-

pendix J.

Since the primary function of these reviewers was to read and

evaluate the reports assigned to them from the point of view of research

quality, these reviewers will be referred to as "Research Specialists"

in subsequent portions of this report.

Evaluation Instruments

The Educational Decision Makers completed the Information Quality and

Uses Form (Appendix I). The techniques employed in analyzing the responses

to this evaluation form are explained elsewhere in this report. The
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rating scales, which are the primary sources of data in the present study,

are labeled A, 3, C, D, and E. These labels were not on the copy of the

evaluation form sent to the reviewers, but are added here to facilitate

readability. The Decision Makers also completed the General Information

Form (Appendix L).

The Research Specialists completed the Form for Evaluating Quality

of Research (Appendix J). This form differs from the Information Quality i

and Uses Form in two ways: (1) thereferences to decision making are

omitted, and (2) additional leading questions were added as part of item

three. The rating scale items correspond to the similarly labeled items

on the Decision Makers' evaluation form. These overlapping items are the

main basis for comparison of the two sets of evaluations.

Both forms contained open-ended questions regarding the educational

significance and possible methodological shortcomings in the document

being evaluated. The Information Quality and Uses Form also contained

two seven-point rating scale items concerning the nature of the decision

setting and an open-ended question on possible plans for implementation

of the research results.

Information on the reliability and intercorrelations of the items on

the rating scales will be found elsewhere in this report. Prior to their

use in the present study, all forms were administered, with satisfactory

results, to an advanced educational research class to determine the clarity

and readability of the formats.

Evaluation of Documents la Decision Makers

A copy of one of the documents in the sample, matched to area of

professional interest, was mailed to each of the Educational Decision

Makers who had volunteered to participate. The Decision Makers
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were instructed to read the document and to return the completed evalua-

tion form within a week to ten days. A copy of the cover letter which

accompanied the documents is contained in Appendix F.

If the evaluation of a document was not returned within three weeks

after the document had been sent to the Decision Maker, he was contacted

either by telegram or by phone. At this time he was asked if he could

complete the evaluation in the immediate future. If this was impossible,

he was asked to-return the document so that it could be sent to a dif-

ferent reviewer. A sample telegram is contained in Appendix G. If a

document was returned unreviewed by the Decision Maker, then the partic-

ipation of a new Decision Meker interested in the content of the document

was solicited according to the same procedures employed in the selection

of the original reviewer, and the document was immediately sent to this

new reviewer.

Evaluation forms were returned by mail in stamped, self-addressed

envelopes which accompanied the document when it was sent to the reviewer.

Evaluation of the Documents hy Research Specialists

Each of the Research Specialists received a document to read and

evaluate. Since the lists of both the documents and the Research Special-

ist were predetermined, it was much more difficult to match areas of

interest in the case of the Research Specialists than in the case of the

Decision Makers. The Research Specialists were instructed to return the

document they had received if they found it was entirely outside their .

area of professional interest and expertise. When documents were return-

ed for this reason, the document was reassigned to different Research

Specialists. Since the number of available Research Specialists was

limited, this procedure made it necessary for several readers to read and
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evaluate a second document. An attempt was made to reassign a different

document to reviewers who had returned their original document, but if

this was impossible it became necessary to drop the Research Specialist

from the sample of reviewers. (In such cases, the names of the Research

Specialists who were thus eliminated are excluded from Appendix E.)

In addition to the evaluation form contained in Appendix J, the

Research Specialists received three supplementary evaluation checklists

(Appendix K) which they were encouraged to consult to whatever extent

they felt advisable. These supplementary checklists (which were color-

coded to reduce confusion with the evaluation form to be completed as

part of the study) were for the benefit of the reviewers and were not to

be returned with the evaluation form. These supplementary checklists were

sent only to the Research Specialists, not to the Decision Makers. It

was felt that sending these to the Decision Makers would artificially

focus their attention on methodological concerns, whereas what was desired

was a "typical" reaction of the Decision Maker. Specific focusing on

methodology was felt to be beneficial in the case of the Research Special-

ist, since this was their area of expertise.

A copy of the cover letter which accompanied the document is contain-

ed in Appendix H.

If a document was not returned within three weeks, the reviewer was

contacted by telegram or telephone. This procedure was identical to that

for the Decision Makers, with the exception that if a document was return-

ed, an attempt was made to reassign the document to a Research Specialist

already within the sample rather than soliciting the participation of an

additional reviewer.

Evaluation form were returned by mail in stamped, self-addressed

envelopes which accompanied the document when it was sent to the reviewer.
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Reliability of the Rating Scales

Ten of the documents were initially selected for the reliability

sample. Each of these documents was sent to a second Decision Maker and

to a second Research Specialist. The instructions for these reviewers

were the same as for the first set of readers. Correlation coefficients

were computed between the ratings of the first group who read each document

and the group who read the same documents as part of the reliability

sample.

Two additional documents were inadvertently sent to a second

Research Specialist, and one additional document was sent to a second

Decision Maker. (This happened because reviewers who had originally said

they would be unable to return their completed evaluation forms by the

designated deadline, eventually did return their forms.) These documents

were included as part of the reliability sample. Thus, the reliability

sample actually consisted of twelve documents evaluated by two Research

Specialists and eleven documents evaluated by two Decision Makers.

The documents used in the reliability study are accompanied by

asterisks in Appendix A. Similarly, the names of the Decision Makers

and Research Specialists who took part in the reliability study are

accompanied by asterisks in Appendices C and E.

The second documents in the reliability sample were used only in the

computation of reliability coefficients. It was felt that double use of

these documents would result in giving inappropriate additional weight to

them. Thus, each of the 102 documents was used only once in all non-

reliability analyses.
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Analysis of the Data

The primary data to be analyzed were the ratings by the Decision

Makers and by the Research Specialists on the Rating Scales at the ends

of their evaluation forms. These data were analyzed both by frequency

counts of the number of responses in each category on each scale and by

analyses of these ratings after they had been converted to an appropriate

1-2-3-4-5 or 1-2-3 interval scale.

It is important to note that the direction of rating is reversed on

Scale A of both the evaluation forms. A rating of "5" on this scale is

an indication that the reviewer viewed the document to be of high quality.

On all other scales, a higher rating indicates lower quality in the

document being reviewed. Thus "1" was applied to "AccepW and "3" was

applied to "Reject." To prevent confusion, footnotes indicating this

irregularity accompany all figures and tables where'Scale A is involved

in the analysis.

The data were coded' and transferred to computer cards. Analyses were

performed on the CDC 6500 computer at the Purdue University Computing

Center. Frequency counts were performed using the BMD 04D and FREQ

programs (Dixon, 1968). The analysis of variance program was ANOVAR

(Veldman, 1967). ANOVAR is suitable for both one-way and repeated measures

analysis of variance, and yields as output means for groups and trials,

Mean Squares, F-ratios, degrees of freedom, and probability levels. Means,

standard deviations, and correlation coefficients were computed through

the BMD 03D program (Dixon, 1968). The tables in Guilford (1964) were

consulted to determine significance levels of correlation coefficients

and t tests.
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To answer the first research question (What is the quality of the RIE

research literature?), frequency counts and means were computed for each

of the rating scales. This was performed separately for the Research

Specialists and for the Decision Makers, providing ratings of the quality

of the research information as viewed by both groups of reviewers.

To answer the second research question (How does this quality compare

with that of published literature?), the mean ratings on the Accept- Revise-

Reject Scale were compared to the parallel data compiled by Wandt (1967)

through a t test.

To answer the third research question, the reports were grov4ed ac-

cording to the clearinghouses from which they originated. Clearinghouses

with fewer than five research documents were omitted from further analysis.

The scores from the remaining twelve clearinghouses were analyzed through a

one-way analysis of variance.

To answer the fourth research question (Does degree of refereeing

make a difference?), the reports were divided into five groups on the

basis of the sponsorship of the research: (1) American Educational Research

Association (AERA) papers, (2) papers from other conventions, (3) papers

from the Educational Testing Service, (4) masters or doctoral theses, and

(5) papers falling in none of the other categories. The scores from the

resulting five groups were analyzed through analysis of variance.

To answer the fifth research question (Do Decision Makers and Research

Specialists differ in their ratings of the quality of the research?), the

frequency counts of the five rating scales of the Research Specialists and

the Decision Makers were compared through Chi Square analysis. The scores

of the two groups on these scales were also compared by means of a repeat-

ed measures analysis of variance.
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Two judges examined the documents which were rated "Revise" or

"Reject" by the reviewers to determine the basis for this rating. These

documents were assigned to broad categories of reasons for rejection or

revision on the basis of information provided in the open-ended items on

the questionnaires. These categories for the Research Specialists and

for the Decision Makers were then compared to determine whether differ-

ences in the reasons behind such ratings existed.

In addition, two groups of documents were selected for more detailed

analysis: (1) reports rated "Accept" by the Research Specialists and

"Reject" by the Decision Makers, and (2) reports rated "Reject" by the

Research Specialist and "Accept" by the Decision Maker. Specific reasons

for rejection were examined for these two groups of documents.

To answer the sixth research question (Are differences in research

sophistication of Decision Makers related to their ratings?), the

reports were divided into those which had been rated by a Ph.D. Decisicin

Maker and those which had been rated by a non-Ph.D. Decision Maker, and

the resulting groups of reports were submitted to a repeated measures

analysis of variance.

In addition, the documents were divided into four groups according

to institutional affiliation: (1) those evaluated by a Decision Maker who

was affiliated with a major research organization or a person designated

as a research specialist for an educational institution or system, (2)

those evaluated by a Decision Maker affiliated with a college, university,

or technical school, (3) those evaluated by a Decision Maker affiliated

with a state or local education system, and (4) those evaluated by a person

affiliated with a single elementary school, high school, or nursery school.

These resulting groups of reports were submitted to repeated measures

analysis of variance.
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To answer the seventh research question, an attempt was made to

divide the reports into four groups on the basis of the recommendations

concerning implementation suggested by the Decision Maker: 1(1) high re-

commendation for implementation, (2) qualified recommendation for imple-

mentation, (3) recommendation not to implement, and (4) assertion that

no recommendation to implement or not to implement could be made on the

basis of the report. These classifications were derived from separate

readings and categorizations by two judges of the question, "What recom-

mendations would you make with regard to the implementation contained in

this report?" from the Information Quality and Uses Form. This attempt

at classification was eventually found to be impractical. Consequently,

no direct analysis was possible. However, inferences were drawn from

other information provided by the Decision Makers in an attempt to answer

this research question. The reasons for rejecting the attempt at class-

ification and the basis of the inferential approach are explained in the

Results section of this report.

For similar reasons, a direct approach to the eighth research question

was impossible. The procedure of drawing inferences from other inform-

ation provided by the Decision Makers was again followed in this analysis.

To answer the ninth research question, the reports were divided into

four groups according to the importance of the decision and the degree of

relevant knowledge of the Decision Maker who evaluated the document: (1)

important decision with a high degree of knowledge, (2) important decision

with a low degree of knowledge, (3) minor decision with a high degree

of knowledge, and (4) minor decision with a low degree of knowledge. This

information was derived from questions 6 and 7 of the Information Quality

and Uses Fcrm.1 Any response falling at four or below on the 7-point
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scale was classified as "unimportant decision" or "low knowledge." The

resulting four groups were analyzed through repeated measures analysis of

'variance.

Information relating to years of experience of the Decision Makers

and number of publications of Research Specialists was tabulated, and

means and medians were computed.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Returns of the Evaluation Forms

Completed evaluation forms were obtained for 103 of the 113 documents

(including the reliability documents) sent to Decision Makers. Completed

forms were obtained for 111 of the 114 documents sent to Research Special-

ists. Thus the percentages of return were 91.1% for the Decision Makers

and 97.3% for the Research Specialists. In cases where responses were

totally ambiguous, or in the few cases where the wrong evaluation form

was returned, telephOne follow-ups were made to obtain the desired data.

In cases where isolated items were left blank, these were treated as No

response" in the analyses.

Ratings of the same document by both a Decision Maker and a Research

Specialist were obtained for 90 of the 102 non-reliability documents.

Reliability and Intercorrelations of the Rating Scales

The inter-reader reliabilities of the scales (based on the subsample

of twelve documents) were low, as might be expected of 5-point and 3-point

scales. None were significant at the .05 level. The lowest reliabilities

were those for the Accept-Revise-Reject scales for the Research Specialists

sample (.15) and for the Educational Decision Makers sample (.24). The

other reliabilities ranged from .27 to .56. A complete listing of the

reliabilities is included in Table 2 of Appendix M.

Such low inter-reader reliabilities in ratings of research reports

is not rare. Editors of journals are often faced with high rates of dis-

agreement among their reviewers, and Wandt(1967) reported similar low
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reliabilities. Nunnally(1967) points out that while extremely high

reliabilities are often essential in applied settings, these would often

be wasteful in basic research. In the present study, higher reliabilities

could probably have been obtained by using a lengthier and more detailed

scale, uch as the complete scale designed by Persell (1966). However,

in view of the limited budget and the limited amount of time reviewers

were expected to spend in evaluating the documents, the present short

checklists were preferred in spite of their low reliabilities. Since the

rating scales were to be used to compare groups of documents rather than

individual documents, the obtained reliabilities were deemed adequate to

determine significant differences and relationships.

The intercorrelations of the various rating scales (based on the

full sample of 102 documents) are shown in Table 3 of Appendix M. For

the Research Specialists sample, these intercorrelations ranged from .42

to .76, and for the Decision Makers from .55 to .81. All intercorrelations

in both samples were significant at the .01 level. The intercorrelations

of the Research Specialists' ratings with the Decision Makers' ratings on

the same scales were near zero, ranging from -.13 to .19, all non-signif-

icant at the .05 level.

Quality of the Documents

The results of the rating of the documents by the Research Specialists

are shown in Appendix M, Tables 4 and 5. Forty-four percent of the reports

were rated as either Poor or Completely Incompetent in the overall rating

(Scale A). The Research Specialists recommended that 8% be accepted for

publication, that 38% be revised, and that the other 54% be rejected.

(Reasons given by the Research Specialists for rating a document Revise
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or Reject are discussed in the succeeding section of this report, where

these reasons are compared to those provided by Decision Makers for sim-

ilar ratings.) Regarding the theoretical contribution of the document

to the discipline to which it pertained (Scale C), 16% were rated as

either Above Average or Excellent, whereas 56% were rated as Below Average

or Incompetent. The practical contribution of the document to educational

practice (Scale D) was rated as Above Average or Excellent in 24% of the

cases, and in 41% of the cases as either Below Average or Incompetent.

Use of research methodology (Scale E), was rated as Above Average or Excel-

lent in 24% of the reports, but as Below Average or Incompetent in 51%

of the reports.

The quality of these documents can be compared on the basis of the

Accept- Revise - Reject (ARR) category to the quality of the documents in

Wandt's (1967) study of published educational research. Such a comparison

(Table 6, Appendix M) indicates that the documents in the present study

are rated as poorer in this category at the .05 level of significance.

Several factors should be considered in evaluating such a comparison.

First, the reviewers of the documents in the present study were drawn as

far as possible from the same set of reviewers used-in the Wandt study.

Thus there is a basis for comparison. Second, as will be seen later in

the present study, the ARR category was one of the most difficult areas

in which to demonstrate significant differences. This was largely because

of the small variance of the three point scale. Third, Wandt's study was

based on articles published in 1962, whereas the documents in the present

study were written between 1969 and 1971. This weakens the comparability

somewhat. If it can be shown that the quality of published educational

research literature has improved since 1962, the present analysis may
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reflect a conservative estimate of the differences in quality between

current published research and the research in RIE.

These ratings are supported by a high degree of authority. Seventy-

six percent of the Research Specialists had taught courses in research

methodology. The tabulation of their number of professional publications

indicated a mean of 39.9 publications and a median of 30. It should be

pointed out that this estimate of the number of publications is conservative:

authors who listed "at least 30" were recorded as having 30 publications,

and anyone listing over a hundred publications (Some had over 150) was

recorded as having 99 publications for simplicity in computer coding.

Thus any allegation that the Research Specialists were naive or out of

touch with current educational trends would be hard to support.

Research Specialists vs. Decision Makers

Tables 4 and 7, Appendix M compare the ratings of the Educational

Decision, Makers to those of the Educational Research Specialists. On all

scales, the Decision Makers showed significant tendencies to rate the

reports more favorably than did the Research Specialists. For example,

the Research Specialists rated only 5 reports as "Excellent - -A model of

good practice," whereas the Decision Makers rated 15 reports in this cat-

egory. Similarly, while the Research Specialists rated 10 documents as

"Completely Incompetent," the Decision Makers rated only 1 document in

this category. Likewise, the Research Specialists' rated only 8 reports

"Accept" and 52 reports "Reject," whereas the Decision Makers rated 30

"Accept" and only 23 "Reject." The same trend was evident on all rating

scales.
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Table 14, Appendix M, compares the reasons given for "Revise" and

"Reject" ratings by the Research Specialists and Decision Makers. In

general, the Research Specialists rejected documents on the basis of poor

design or educational triviality, whereas they recommended revision when

the design was unclear, when the report was too long, when there was

question about the representativeness of the sample, and when the analysis

appeared to be incomplete. Thus there appeared to be a clear distinction

between the reasons for revision and rejection: "Revise" was recommended

when shortcomings appeared which could be corrected by rewriting the report

or parts of it, and "Reject" was recommended when the entire study would

have to be redone. It is noteworthy that these reasons for revision

indicate the same benefits which psychologists have reported as a result

of submitting rough drafts of their research papers to peers prior to

formal publication (Garvey & Griffith, 1971).

The dichotomy between reasons for revision and reject:.m was not as

clear for the Decision Makers, Poor design was given with about equal

frequency as a reason both for rejection and for revision. Extreme com-

plexity or technicality, a reason for-revision which did not appear among

the Research Specialists, was frequently cited by the Decision Makers.

In four cases the Decision Makers recommended that the report be revised,

even though they made no adverse comments about it. The recommendation

that the study be replicated with the reviewer's "pet theory" included as

part of the study was unique to the Decision Makers. It would seem, then,

that the reasons given by the Decision Mhkers for revision and rejection

were somewhat different from those of the Research Specialists. When they

recommended "Revise," this apparently sometimes meant that the entire

study, or major parts of it, should be repeated with different procedures.
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In addition, many of the Decision Makers' reasons for revision focused on

making the report more meaningful and useful in practical situations.

Further analysis indicated that there was only one document rated

"Reject" by the Decision Maker but "Accept" by the Research Specialist.

This document was labeled "extremely esoteric" and "excessively technical"

by the Decision Maker (who was a university professor). It is noteworthy

that the Research Specialist indicated that it should be rated "Accept"

from the standpoint of the state of art in the discipline to which it

applied, but by best educational research standards it should be rated

Revise or possibly Reject.

On the other hand, eleven documents received an "Accept" rating. from

the Decision Maker and a "Reject" from the Research Specialist. An exam-

ination of the reasons given for rejecting these documents indicated that

one of these documents was rejected primarily because it was too lengthy

and contained relatively minor problems in sampling techniques. Five

documents were rejected because of serious errors in research design, and

three because of the extreme triviality of the research. Two others were

rejected because of a combination of poor design and triviality of the

research.

One Research Specialist indicated that although the report attempted

to measure change, no measure was taken of the dependent variable prior

to the introduction of the experimental variable, and no control group was

employed. Another Research Specialist indicated that "...what they report

is in the nature of a series of mediational checks to determine whether

an independent variable has been manipulated. But the question of whether

that independent variable has effects upon teaching performances is not
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even addressed." Another stated, "The research adds nothing to our know-

ledge. It is only busy work that should never have been funded. The

report would not pass as a Masters thesis. Indeed, it would hardly pass

as a term paper in view of the failure of the author to show a familiarity

with the important work that has been undertaken in related areas." Such

analysis and anecdotal information suggests that these papers which were

rated "Accept" by the Decision Makers were rejected by the Research

Specialists for more than minor flaws. In eleven out of the twelve cases,

the concern was with extremely poor methodology or with the extreme

triviality of the research, rather than with problems which would be

considered a matter of taste.

These analyses indicate not only that the research reports in this

study are of low quality, but also that Educational Decision Makers in

general do not recognize this inferior quality. The Decision Makers show-

ed consistent tendencies to overrate the quality of the reports they re-

viewed, and in many cases they rated as high quality reports with ex-

tremely serious inaccuracies. If this is true, then it would seem that

ERIC's Research in Education has fallen somewhat short in its crusade to

"sagaciously clear only the best for inclusion in RIE" (ERIC, 1970a).

Quite the contrary, the evidence indicates that rather than providing

high quality information, RIE often disseminates vast quantities of low

quality information, which is very likely to be regarded as high quality

by Decision Makers.

Range in Sophistication of Decision Makers

An examination of the positions of the Educational Decision-Makers

(Appendix C) indicates that a wide diversity exists in the qualifications
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Makers could legitimately be classified as Research Specialists. Although

the intent of the present study was to submit the documents to a group of

"typical" Educational Decision Makers, it is evident that this is not what

actually took place. Since the Decision Makers in this study were volun-

teers, it is possible that only persons with a certain degree of confidence

in their ability to read and evaluate research reports would have respond-

ed affirmatively to the introductory letter (Appendix B). In addition,

many of the RIE documents dealt with higher education or teacher education,

and in such cases the most appropriate Decision Makers were college or

university personnel. Such Decision Makers are more likely to have some

research orientation. These two biases also seemed to interact: college

level personnel with research interests were more likely to volunteer to

take part in a study of research quality.

Thus it seems possible that many of the Decision Makers were among

the elite of this group. When an educational decision is to be made in a

"typical" setting, it hardly seems likely that it will always be referred

to a Decision Maker as qualified as these.

The bias of this Decision Maker sample is toward the more critical

end of the scale; for example, more tendency to reject, etc. Thus the

differences found in this sample would probably be markedly greater among

more typical Decision Makers.

Table 8 and Figures 1 through .5 in Appendix M reflect an attempt to

explore this line of reasoning further by analyzing the ratings of the

documents by Decision Makers with different degrees of research expertise.

It was hypothesized that holders of doctoral degrees would have a higher

level of research sophistication than Decision Makers without doctorates.
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The documents were divided into those reviewed by a Decision Maker with a

doptorate and those reviewed by a non-doctoral Decision Maker. The ratings

of the Research Specialists and the Decision Makers were then compared.

If the above hypothesis were true, a significant group by trial inter-

action should appear. Table 8 indicates that a significant interaction

was in the expected direction on the rating of practical usefulness

(variable 4). Nonsignificant trends appeared on three of the other four

variables (variables 1, 3, and 5). Thus, Table 8 provides some evidence

that less sophisticated Decision Makers are more likely than sophisticated

Decision Makers to over-rate the quality of a research report.

There are perhaps several factors which prevepted the emergence of

more significant results. First, it is probably naive to assume that a

doctoral degree automatically implies a high degree of research sophistica-

tion. Second, a number of the Decisibn Makers listed as non-doctoral

reviewers were at. the time persuing doctorates on a part-time basis. In

a few cases, the Decision Maker was a full-time Ph.D; candidate working

with an educational system. Such non-doctoral Decision Makers would

probably be in even closer touch with research methods and trends than

would many of the doctoral Decision Makers. It seems possible, therefore,

that the analysis summarized in Table 8 is not based upon as Clear-cut a

dichotomy of research sophistication as would be desirable. (In both this

and the subsequent analysis, moreover, the low reliabilities of the

scales would operate against finding significant differences.)

Table 9 and Figures 6 through 10, Appendix M, reflect a second attempt

to analyze the effects of research sophistication on the ability, to make

an accurate determination of the quality of research. It was hypothesized
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that a continuum of levels of research sophistication exists among the

following four groups of Decision Makers: (1) members of research and

evaluation organizations, (2) members of college faculties, (3) state and

local school system personnel, and (4) faculty members of individual

schools within such systems. This breakdown revealed significant inter-

actions in the expected direction in two cases (variables 3 and 4) and

non-significant trends in the other three cases.

These analyses provide evidence that Decision Makers with stronger

research orientations are more likely to evaluate research in a manner

which will correspond to the evaluations made by Research Specialists.

However, the research dissemination needs of these research and evaluation

personnel and of the college faculties are already well served by journals

and other means of standard research and professional communication. On

the other hand, the needs of the Decision Makers at the state, local, and

individual school levels (the non - sophisticated end of the continuum) are

not as adequately served by such standard professional dissemination

procedures. These levels of Decision Makers predominate in our educational

systems and are presumably a prime target audience for ERIC's RIE services.

It is these Decision Makers who are likely to evaluate research reports

most divergently from the evaluations of Research Specialists.

It may seem that these analyses belabor the obvious. It is not

revolutionary to discover that persons who are more sophisticated in

research make more sophisticated evaluations of research. However, this

analysis does have important implications. Stufflebeam (1971, p. 63) has

demonstrated that evaluation must be most extensive and most accurate

when there is little information available to the practitioner who must

make a decision or when the decision maker cannot use available informa-

tion in its present form. If this is true, then it is not the personnel
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at the sophisticated end of the research sophistication continuum who

most need information by which they can evaluate accurately, but rather

the non-sophisticated practitioners who have need of a great deal of

information which they must accept or presume to be accurate. A useful

dissemination system would be one which presents such decision-making

practitioners with information which they recognize as pertinent and ac-

curate and which is indeed of high factual quality. A dissemination sys-

tem which cannot provide such a guarantee of quality to the Decision

Makers at the lower end of this continuum would apparently be a disservice

rather than a useful assistance.

Relation of Findings to Decision Making Processes

Originally it was intended to group the responses of the Decision

Makers into varying degrees of willingness to implement the research find-

ings of their report according to their responses to question eight on

their evaluation form (What recommendation would you make with regard to

the implementation of the information contained in this report?). In

many cases the Decision Makers provided responses which could be appro-

priately classified. In other cases, however, the Decision Makers respond-

ed by specifying the kinds of further research they would like to see or

revisions which could be made in the documents. Sometimes "no implemen-
t

tation recommended" obviously meant that the information contained in the

document was useless; at other times it meant that the information was

merely inapplicable to the Decision Maker's current situation; and at

other times it was difficult to discern what was meant. Because of such

diversity in approaches by the Decision Makers to this question and be-

cause of the ambiguity of many of the responses, the planned analysis

based on this question was not implemented. Consequently, the results
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analyzed in this report are confined to the perceptions of the Decision

Makers towards the quality of the documents, rather than with hypothetical

decisions to implement or not to implement the results of a given report.

The present study, therefore, examines the actual decision making

process only to the extent that it can legitimately be assumed that a

Decision Maker, given the opportunity and need, is likely to implement

research which he views as high quality and to decline to implement

research which he views to be low quality. This assumption appears to be

valid.

Variations ia Degree of Quality Control of the Reports

Although it would be unwise to generalize on the basis of the very

small samples from the various clearinghouses in the present study,

Table 10 of Appendix M suggests that differences in quality of documents

are not related to the ERIC clearinghouses from which they originated.

Thus no differences in quality control among the clearinghouses can be

hypothesized from the results of this study.

Within RIE itself, however, there may be some general differences

in the degree of quality control which a document might receive. For ex-

ample, documents from research-oriented conventions are usually somewhat

refereed before acceptance and subsequent submission to ERIC. Such docu-

ments certainly receive a greater degree of quality control than a final

report which is sent to a funding agency and is almost simultaneously in-

corporated into ERIC's RIE system.

Table 11 analyzes an arbitrary arrangement of the documents in the

present study according to approximations of the degree of quality control

before the documents are incorporated into ERIC. The results indicate

that on Scales A, C, and E there appear to be differences in quality. A
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rank-ordering of the means on these three scales indicates that non-spon-

sored reports and papers from minor conventions are consistently rated

lowest in quality, while the more tightly controlled Educational Testing

Service (ETS) papers, the Ph.D. and Masters theses, and AERA papers are

rated higher.

The degree of quality control or refereeing would seem to be a factor

in these differences. This factor would perhaps be more evident if it

could be more adequately isolated. For example, the "Other" category un-

doubtedly contained some papers which were submitted to large amounts of

refereeing which could not be detected in the present study. In addition,

conventions, such as that of the AERA, are viewed with varying degrees

of formality and informality (cf. Garvey & Griffith, 1971) by different

contributors and referees connected with these conventions. Thus quality

control probably varies widely within the groups in Table 11. However,

the present evidence does indicate that considerable differences do in

fact exist between the quality control evidently exercised by ETS, for
1

example, and the perhaps more haphazard acceptance policies of non-research-

oriented conventions and meetings.

The Decision Setting

Table 12 of Appendix M and Figures 11 through 16 indicate that sig-

nificant differences in the amount of divergence between Decision Makers

and Research Specialists were related to the decision setting. The great-

est discrepancy. consistently appears in the High Information Grasp--Major

Decision setting. Decisions involving major changes are viewed by Stuf-

flebeam, et al. (1971) as necessitating the most intense and most accurate

evaluation. It must be noted, however, that the same shortcoming which

applied to the attempts to clasiiity the Decision Makers' plans to
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implement the research findings apply here. Both information grasp and

the magnitude of the change were based on the perceptions of the Decision

Maker himself. As was indicated previously, the Decision Makers apparent-

ly approached the problem of implementing change from several different

points of view, and consequently results based on self-ratings into these

categories are somewhat tenuous.

Summary of Results and Discussion

Overall, only 33% of the ERIC documents are backed up by empirical

data. (This data is summarized in Table 13). It is certainly possible

that some documents could be useful without being supported by empirical

data; for example, a good bibliography, a review of the literature, or a

discussion of a theory or educational practice could all be useful

without empirical data supported by statistical analysis. However, such

reports must be viewed primarily as appeals to authority in the absence

of supporting data, and thus the fact that 67% of the material disseminated

through RIE is without accompanying empirical support is in itself perhaps

cause for concern. It is noteworthy that these figures correspond closely

to those in the previous Asher and Vockell (1971) pilot study.

The present study, however, has been concerned with the quality of

those reports disseminated through HIE which do contain empirical data

The evidence presented in this study indicates that, while some high

quality reports exist in RIE, the reports are on the whole of low quality.

If the quality of the research-oriented documents in RIE is representa-

tive of the overall quality of RIE documents, this would mean that only

32.5% of the RIE documents would be rated as "good" or "excellent" quality.

In addition to pointing out the apparent low quality of the research-

oriented documents in RIE, this study has provided evidence that this low
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quality is in many cases not recognized by the educational practitioner

who must make decisions based on the information which he receives. As-

suming that these Educational Decision Makers make decisions based on in-

formation which they receive (and it is only to the extent that this as-

sumption is true that the information is worth disseminating in the first

place), putting low quality information in their hands while they have

the impression that it is actually high quality information is likely to

lead to implementation in education systems of faulty research.

On the one hand it is apparent that the classification of a report

as "excellent" or "incompetent" is a somewhat tenuous endeavor. The

purpose of the project on which the report is based, the state of techno-

logy in that domain of work, the amount of money available to the researcher

or evaluator, the amount of time available for research and/or evaluation,

the people badgering the researcher for information--these and many other

factors need to be taken into consideration (cf. Runkel & McGrath, 1972,

pp. 220 and 427). An evaluation of a project may be useful to.a limited

audience, even if it is haphazardly performed, simply because a haphazard

evaluation may convey at least some new information which they may not

have had access to otherwise. Such an evaluation may even be informally

communicated to others. But, on the other hand, the transition from a

---
relatively informal to a relatively formal mode of.communication has been

shown to give an misleading impression of authenticity to such information

(Garvey & Griffith, 1971).

The purpose of RIE is to supply rapid, widespread dissemination of

educational information. A useful avenue of research would be to deter-

mine what savings of time there actually is in this relatively unrefereed

process. A relatively slight savings in time would not really be worth

a considerable loss in scientific accuracy.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Effects of Rapid Dissemination

ERIC'S RIE provides a considerable savings in time required to dis-

seminate educational research information. These gains in speed, however,

may be accompanied by several undesirable side effects:

(1) The possibility of useful feedback from prepublication exchanges

with peers is minimized or eliminated. Garvey and Griffith (1971) have

shown that such prepublication exchanges often result in significant

modifications in the final version of a manuscript, such as reanalysis

of data and redefinition of concepts. Such improvements would make the

research much more useful for educational practitioners, but they cannot

be expected to occur when it is the prepublication version itself which

is being disseminated.

(2) The distinction between formal and informal communication is

clouded. Garvey and Griffith (1971) have emphasized the importance of an

informal forum where researchers and authors can present half-formed ideas

for critical appraisal and commentary from their peers before re-evaluating

them and presenting them to the public. Even if such information is

somewhat inaccurate it does little harm if it is confined to this informal

channel. If such information is disseminated directly to the public,

there is evidence that it may lose its identification as informal and be

viewed.by the public as definitive and sound information.
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(3) Inaccurate or low quality information may be disseminated. This

is likely to result from the absence of prepublication scrutiny which norm-

ally accompanies the refereeing of articles submitted for journal publi-

cation. The present study has demonstrated that such low quality of re-

search information is often the case with RIE documents.

(4) The dissemination of large quantities of low quality inform-

ation in an information channel tends to obfuscate the impact of the

high quality information disieminated in the same channel. A comment

such as "It's only on ERIC microfiche. It's probably no good anyway,"

would tend to bias interested decision makers against the good documents

which contain high quality research in the same system.

(5) The probability of postpublication scrutiny in the form of crit-

ical comments, critiques, rejoinders, and letters to the ERIC Clearing-

house is lowered. In theory, a critique of an RIE document would be ac-

cepted and disseminated as rapidly as the original document. Research by

Vockell and Asher (1972), however, suggests that active solicitation as a

matter of journal policy and practice is required to obtain such critical

comments. The fourteen hundred documents reviewed in the present study

and in the Asher and Vockell (1970) pilot study included not a single

example of a critique of another RIE document. The absence of such post-

publication scrutiny eliminates the possibility that a reader who read an

erroneous document will later also read a subsequent document where the

errors are described and corrected.

(6) The reader has no assurance that the research reported is ac-

curate, of high quality; and related to previous research in the same

area. This role of quality control is traditionally allocated to the

editors or board of reviewers of a journal. The ill effects resulting
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from the absence of refereeing are minimized to the extent that the reader

can evaluate the quality of the document himself. However, the present

study provides strong evidence that Educational Decision Makers are in

many cases unable to make this evaluation. Consequently, there is con-

siderable likelihood that inaccurate, low quality information will be ac-

cepted as accurate, high quality information by practitioners who must

make decisions based on the research available/to them.

The advantages of a rapid dissemination system such as RIE, there-

fore, must be weighed against these undesirable side effects. A small

savings in time is perhaps not worth the risk of encountering these side

effects. They can perhaps be reduced by improving and upgrading the

system. As it is now, the system might be doing more harm than good for

it\s users.

Rapid Dissemination with Quality Control.

An.efficientcourse of action would be to provide maximum savings in

time, while simultaneously eliminating the undesirable side effects of

rapid dissemination. This would involve changing the RIE system in such

a way as to retain as far as possible its rapid dissemination aspects,

while also introducing forms of quality control.

The most obvious form of quality control would be prepublication

screening: referee the reports and simply decline to disseminate low

quality information. High quality documents would be included in RIE im-

mediately. Other documents would be either rejected or returned to the

authors for revision. This refereeing could be accomplished either by

employing research specialists with each clearinghouse for this purpose,

or by sending the documents to outside referees and basing payment on

meeting a deadline.
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Such refereeing would not, in itself, cause undue delays in pub-

lication. The time consuming aspect of most professional publication is

not the refereeing process, but rather the space limitation in the journal,

which results in a "publication lag." Pay journals are often able to

overcome the publication lag by having the authors pay the costs of print-

ing and adding additional pages as necessary. The American Psychological

Association journals have a practice of giving the authors the option of

paying the extra cost involved in having an article published in an earlier

issue of the journal than would be permitted by the publication lag. All

other things being equal, refereeing without the publication lag which

accompanies page limitations would involve a relatively minor delay.

A source of delay which often accompanies the refereeing process is

the revision process. For example, in its initial form a document may

contain inadequate descriptions of an experimental program, or the subjects

involved in the study, or of the experimental controls. Or perhaps an

inappropriate analysis was used. The correction of these inadequacies

would involve either a rewriting of the report or performing additional

analysis. Such steps would certainly be time consuming and would slow

down the speed of dissemination, but it seems obvious that the resulting

improvements in quality would make the research more useful to prarti-

tioners who would want to use it as a basis for their decision making.

It is also possible, of course, that closer examination and reanaly-

sis would indicate that the document was inaccurate and is not worth

reviewing. In this case it could hardly be argued that such a discovery

prior to dissemination would be time consuming or otherwise detrimental

to the dissemination process. The refereeing process in this case would

serve a useful Elimination function.
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Such a refereeing process would be most useful to the extent that it

is rapid. Likewise, the revision process would be most useful to the

extent that it is performed rapidly. Rather than merely returning a

document with the assertion that it )flight be accepted if revised ad-

equately," many professional journals are adopting a policy of suggesting

specific revisions. In other cases the reviewer or editor actually writes

a tentative revision and returns this to the authors for approval and

further revision prior to publication. Such procedures expedite the

review process and could be applied to the RIE review, revision, and dis-

semination process.

It seems possible that persons who submit reports for dissemination

in RIE might differ from persons who submit articles to professional

journals in an important respect: journal authors might be to an extent

motivated by the emphasis placed on publications as a part of the univer-

sity promotion process, whereas RIE reports carry less weight in this

area. Consequently, authors of RIE reports might be less motivated than

authors of journal articles to.revise and resubmit a manuscript. This

could result in the loss of many desirable manuscripts which would other-

wise appear in RIE. Including suggested revisions as a part of the refer-

eeing process could alleviate this problem. If all the author has to do

is add some specifically requested information and retype parts of the

document, this might not be viewed as a serious burden. When incentives

to encourage the original author to revise the document do not exist, in

some cases it may even be desirable to have the ERIC clearinghouse revise

the document. Precise roles and incentives for the author and the review-

er would have to be refined, but it does seem that the problem is sur-

mountable.
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Discussion thus far has focused on prepublication refereeing. Post-

publication comments and interactions have been shown to be essential, even

in professional journals. A possible application to RIE might be to en-

courage such interaction by giving priority to very short critiques which

point out shortcomings in other RIE documents. Such critiques or rejoin-

ders could be submitted to immediate, high priority review, and quick dis-

semination could be guaranteed after a factually accurate critique is sub-

mitted.

The application of an efficient refereeing process to the RIE dis-

semination system would deal with the major problems of ERIC emerging from

the present study. Such a refereeing process would be similar to the

process which accompanies publication in professional journals. The basic

premise would not be that only the best examples of professional research

would be accepted, but rather that all high quality research would be dis-

seminated as soon as this quality could be established. Moreover, length

of the article, which is a major consideration in page-conscious profes-

sional journals, would not be a major concern. Lengthy appendices and

copies of measurement instruments could be readily included. This is one

of the major and unique advantages of RIE. When appropriate, critical,

comments of these instruments could be added by the author or by the ME

reviewer. Since the refereeing process would be unique to RIE, contin-
.

uous experimentation, evaluation, and refinement would be.necessary. This

refereeing and revision process is merely a suggestion. In view of the

concern about RIE indicated in.the present study, however, such suggestions

would seem to provide a useful starting point.

The present report has concerned itself with-the research-oriented

aspects of RIE. Eighty percent of the documents in RIE contain no
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empirical research, and in many cases this absence of empirical data is

entirely appropriate. Although it would be rather arbitrary to assume

that the quality of this non-research literature is of similarly low

quality, it would nevertheless appear to be safe to infer that variations

are present in the quality of this literature. To the extent that such

variations between high and low quality occur and to the extent that

Educational Decision Makers are unlikely to recognize low quality without

assistance, the refereeing, revision, and elimination procedures recom-

mended for the research literature in RIE would also apply to the non-

research literature.

Areas for Further Research

The findings summarized above suggest several questions for subsequent

research:

(1) How much of a publication lag currently exists within the RIE.-

systemt,RIE dmpumentsLare apaompanied:byr.a publieation date;'whichAndi-

cates when,the document was actually written. A comparison of these

dates with the actual date the document is indexed and made available

through RIE indicates that the median age of a document is about 6-12

months. Many of the documents which appear in RIE may subsequently ap-

pear in professional journals. Useful research could be conducted to

determine how much longer it takes to publish an article in a professional

journal than to release it through RIE.

(2) When the same research is reported in both RIE and in a profes-

sional journal, how do the two reports compare in terms of quality? What

changes come about as the result of the refereeing the documents undergo

when submitted for professional publication?
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(3) How does the quality of RIE documents compare to the quality of

currently published research journals? Wandt's (1965) study reviewed 1962

journal publications, and it seems likely that the quality. of the refereed

literature my have changed since that.date.

(4) What is the quality of the non-research literature in RIE? In

many cases, the absence of empirical data is entirely appropriate; and in

such cases the problem is to evaluate this non-research literature by ap-

propriate criteria. In other cases, the information is relatively mean-

ingless or trivial without supporting data. In some cases the authors of

the documents apparently believe that they have data when in reality none

is present.

(5) Can RIE documents be refereed without a disproportionate loss

of time in the dissemination process? Although refereeing of professional

journals has been shown to have its own shortcomings, the results of the

,present study indicate that refereed literature is better than the non-

refereed literature. If refereeing can be done quickly and can bring

about a degree of quality control, then it would certainly be worth a

brief delay which would be involved. The suggestions provided in the

previous section would provide a useflil starting point for such research.

(6) Can a useful system of postpublication exchange and scrutiny be

introduced into RIE? What would be the effects of active solicitation

and rapid dissemination of carefully written critiques, critical comments,

and rejoinders concerned with information disseminated in RIE (or even

elsewhere)?
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Conclusion

This study has shown that the research disseminated through RIE is

often of low quality and that this low quality is often unrecognized by

the Decision Makers who read the research and base decisions upon it.

Moreover, it has been shown that Decision Makers who lack research soph-

istication are most likely to overrate the quality of the reports. It

has been argued that such a result is not only a waste of time and money,

but rather an active disservice to the Decision Makers.

However, this study has also shown that there are wide variations

in the quality of the documents within RIE. Quality in documents

seems to be related to the degree of refereeing or quality control prior

to its dissemination. Therefore, it would seem useful to introduce a

system of rapid refereeing into the RIE system. The implementation of

such a system would retain the advantages of RIE's rapid dissemination

system, while reducing its negative side effects.
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LETTER FOR INITIAL CONTACT WITH

EDUCATIONAL DECISION MAKERS

This letter was used in only about 40% of the cases. In the

other cases, initial contact was made by phone. The phone message

was similar to the content of this letter.



PURDUE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES, SOCIAL SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

LAFAYETTE.' IN DIANA 47907

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Dear Colleague:

We are undertaking a study of the quality and usefulness
of the research information disseminated through Research in
Education, an abstracting service of ERIC (Educational
Resources Information Center).

We need educational decision makers to read and evaluate
these research reports. We are able to pay a token honorarium
of $15.00 for a review of a short paper (which would take
about one hour to review) and up to $30.00 for a longer report
(which would take perhaps two hours to review). We shall
attempt to match the reports with your areas of interest.

We shall ask you to review one of the reports and return
your analysis to us within a week to. 10 days or so. If you,
are able to participate, we would appreciate it if you would
return the enclosed forms now in the self addressed envelope.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

William Asher
Professor of Education and
Psychological Sciences

WA:pw
End.
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North Carolina State University
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Lee Elliott
Assistant Professor of Psychology
Xavier University

Charles F. Elton
Professor of Higher Education
University of Kentucky
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Syler, Inc.
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Melvin Goldberg
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Curriculum Consultant
Indiana State Department of

Public Instruction



Jim Jacobs
Director, Research and Deyelopment
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Ball State University
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Co-Founder
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APPEND DC D

THE INITIAL LETTER TO ThE RESEARCH SPECIALISTS

This letter was sent to as many as possible of the research

specialists in Wandt's (1967) study.



\ PURDUE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES, SOCIAL SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

LAFAYETTE. IN DIANA 47907

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Dear

March 1, 1972

In 1962, we participated in an AERA study to examine the
quality of published educational research literature. That
study was under the direction of David Ryans and Edwin Wendt,
and was reported by AERA as, "An Evaluation of Educational
Research in published Journals" (mimeo, 1967), and in Wandt's
Cross-Section of Educational Research (1965).

Edward Vockell and I have recently received funding for
a U.S.O.E. Small Grant to undertake a similar study o: the
unpublished research disseminated through Research in Education,
the abstracting service of ERIC (Educational Resources Information
Center).

We r:.01.1.1a like to have the same set of reviewers as the 1962
AERA study. However, this time we can pay a token honorarium
of $15.00-for a review of a short report (which would take
about one hour to review) and up to $30.00 for a longer report '

(which would take perhaps 2 hours to review).

We will ask you to review one of the reports and return
your analysis of its quality within a week to 10 days or so.
We would appreciate it if you would return the enclosed post-
card now indicating your availability. We shall again attempt
to match the reports with your areas of interest.

Thank you for your cooperation.

WA:pw

Enc.

Sincerely,

William Asher
Professor of Education and
Psychological Sciences
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THE EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH SPECIALISTS

Gale R. Adkins*
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Nancy Bayley
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* Read a second document
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APPENDIX F

COVER LETTER SENT TO DECISION MAKERS

WITH DOCUMENT TO BE REVIEWED

The instructions were in this letter and on the Information

Quality and Uses Form. Further instructions were provided only

upon request.
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PURDUE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES, SOCIAL SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

LAFAYETTE. INDIANA 47907

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA-ION

Dear Colleague:

Enclosed is the research report which you recently agreed to review
as part of our study on educational research dissemination. Please follow
the following steps:

1. Complete the "General Information Form" (pink sheet).

2. Fill in the "Familiarity:with ERIC Questionnaire (yellow
sheet). Do not return to this form after you have read the
enclosed research report.

3. Read the enclosed report to evaluate it. Use the "Information
Quality and Uses" questionnaire (white paper).

4. Complete the "Project Certification" form (white paper).

5. Return all four of the above in the enclosed stamped envelope.
(You can keep the research report.) The university will mail
you a check for your honorarium sometime after we receive the
above information.

We have attempted to match the reports with your areas f interest...

In some cases we may have failed in this attempt. .-If you feel totally
unable.to review the report-you have received, return it to us and we'll
try to make some adjustment::

If you have any questions, please contact us.

Thank you for your participation in this study.

Sincerely,

William Asher
Professor of Education and
Psychological Sciences
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APPEND DC G

SAMPLE OF FOLLOW-UP TELEGRAM

Recently you received a report to read and evaluate as part of our

"Information Quality and Educational Decision Making" study. We would

like to receive all the completed evaluation forms by July 28. If this

is impossible, please either return the document to us or phone us collect

(317-749-2845). We will reimburse you for any additional expenses you

incur. If your records indicate that you have already returned your

evaluation form, or if you have any other questions, please call us

collect immediately.

William Asher



APPENDIX H

COVER LETTER SENT TO RESEARCH

SPECIALISTS WITH DOCLEENT TO BE REVIEWED

The instructions were in this letter and on the Form for

Evaluating Quality of Research.. Further instru
\

ns were

provided only upon request.

-7-
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PURDUE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES, SOCIAL SCIENCE AND - _

LAFAY ETTE INDIANA 47907

'DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ION

ti

Enclosed is the research report which you recently agreed to
review as part of our study on "Information Quality and Educational
Decision Making."

Please read the report and evaluate it by filling in the "Form
for Evaluating Quality of Research." (white paper)

1.

We have also enclosed copies of several more detailed instruments
for assessing the quality of educational research. Th:Ise are included
for your own use. They may be helpful to you in callipg your attention to
important points which should be kept in mind while you are filling, out
the other evaluation forms. Do not return any of these forms on colored
paper.

Return the completed evaluation form in the enclosed stamped envelope.
Our business office also_requests that you fill in the "Project'Certification"
form.so that we can mail you your honorarium promptly.

We have attempted to match the reports with your areas of interest
In some cash:, we may have failed in this attempt. If you feel totally'
unable to-review the report you have received, return it to us and we'll
try to make some adjustment.

If you have any questions, please contact us.

Thank you for your participation in our study.

Sincerely,

William Asher
Professor of Education and
Psychological Sciences



86

APPEND DC I

Informatic Quality and Uses Form.

Instructions: Please fill in the
You are encouraged to make use of
be available to you. If you need
on the other side of the pages or

information as indicated.
any additional references which may,
additional space, feel fee to write
to add additional pages.



ER IC #

Brief Title

Author

87

Reviewer.

1. Brief summary: (Problem; subjectsnumber and description; treatments
or classifications; procedures; analyses; results)

2. Educational significance (Does the report address itself to an important
educational problen? Does it have a sound theoretical basis? What is
the relation to known research?)



88

3. Research Design (Are there any problems in the design of the
research or methodblogy employed?)

4. Rate the cimality of this research according to one of
the following criteria:

1. Completely incompetent--A "horrible example."

2. Poor -- Some serious defects.

3, Mediocre -- Not good, not bad.

4. Good -- A few minor defects.

5, Excellent -- A model of good practice.
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5. If you were the editor of a journal to which this report
was submitted for publication, would your

Accept -- Accept the article and publish it without
major revision.

Revise -- Ask for revisions and publish it if the
revisions were made.

Reject -- Reject the article,

6. Estimate the.approximate point where you would place your-
self on the continuum below with regard to knowledge of the
subject covered by the report,

1 2 4 6 _1
know- . knoW a
very great
little deal.

7. Give-your-estimate-of-how-signifIcant7-or-importWt you.
think a change involving the subject of this report would
be, if implemented in your school or school system.

1 3 4 5 6 7

very very
minor . major
change. change

8. What recommendations would you make with regard to the
implementation of the information contained in this
report? .



R
A
T
I
N
G
 
F
O
R
M

A
r
t
i
c
l
e
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
:

R
a
t
e
r
'
s
 
N
a
m
e
:

O
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
s
i
s
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
o
v
e
r
-
a
l
l
 
i
m
p
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
a
r
t
i
c
l
e
 
y
o
u
 
h
a
v
e
 
j
u
s
t
 
r
e
a
d
,
 
p
l
e
a
s
e
 
r
a
t
e
 
i
t
 
(
u
s
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
s
c
a
l
e

s
h
o
w
n
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
f
t
 
s
i
d
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

p
a
g
e
)
 
a
s
 
t
o
 
b
o
t
h
 
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
o
l
o
g
y
,
 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g

o
n
e
 
b
o
x
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
.

R
a
n
k
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
b
e
s
t

_
e
m
p
i
r
i
c
a
l
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

s
t
u
d
i
e
s
 
k
n
o
w
n
 
t
o
 
m
e
;

o
n
 
a
 
p
a
r
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
t
o
p

5
 
o
r
 
1
0
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
i
n

t
h
i
s
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
.

I
I
)

B
e
t
t
e
r
 
t
h
a
n
 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
,
 
t
h
o
u
g
h

n
o
t
 
"
o
u
t
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
"
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
.

I
I
I
)
 
R
u
a
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
m
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
;
 
n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 
b
e
t
t
e
r

n
o
 
p
o
o
r
e
r
 
t
h
a
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
u
l
k
 
o
f

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
t
h
a
t

h
a
v
e
 
s
e
e
n
.

I
V

E
g
t
m
1
2
2
1
1
2
E
2
B
2
:
_
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
;

w
i
i
&
e
:
E
b
l
i
i
i
=
m
e
d
l
o
c
r
e
"
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
(
a
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
n
o
t

a
l
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
l
a
c
k
i
n
g
)
.

(
V
)

I
n
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
:

a
m
o
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
o
r
e
s
t
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s

o
f
 
"
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
"
 
t
h
a
t
 
I
 
h
a
v
e

e
n
c
o
u
n
t
e
r
e
d
.

(
A
)

S
U
B
S
T
A
N
C
E

T
h
e
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
o
r
 
e
m
p
i
r
i
c
a
l

f
i
n
d
i
n
g
s
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
;
 
t
h
e
i
r

s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
v
e
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

t
o
 
a
n
y
 
f
i
e
l
d
(
s
)
 
o
f

t
h
e
o
r
e
t
i
c
a
l
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
i
n

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
a
 
d
i
s
c
i
p
l
i
n
e

R
a
t
i
n
g
 
S
c
a
l
e
 
C

T
h
e
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
o
r
 
e
m
p
i
r
i
c
a
l

f
i
n
d
i
n
g
s
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
;

W
O
F
i
a
s
t
a
n
t
i
v
e

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
a
n
y

F
r
e
r
d
r
a
T
O
r
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e

R
a
t
i
n
g
 
S
c
a
l
e
 
D

(
B
)

M
E
T
H
O
D
O
L
O
G
Y

1

T
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
y
'
s
 
u
t
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
(
o
r
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
)

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s

1
 
R
a
t
i
n
g
 
S
c
a
l
e
 
E

(
1
)

(
2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(
2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(5
)



APPENDIX J

Form for Evaluating Quality of Research.

Instructions: Please fill in the information as indicated.
You are encouraged to make use of any additional checklists
and references which may be available to you. If you need
additional space, feel free to write on the other side of
the pages or to add additional pages.

Are you currently teaching a course in research design or
research methodology, or have you ever taught such a course?

Yes No

93- .

Please list here the approximate number of research reports
you have either published in professional journals or pre-
sented at conventions or professional meetings:



ERIC #

Brief Title

Author

Reviewer

92

1. Brief summary: (Problem; subjects-41umber and description; treatments
or classifications; procedures; analyses; results)

r7
2. Educational significance '(Does the report address itself to an important

edimational problem? Does it have a sound theoretical basis? What is
the relation to known research ?)
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3. Research Design (Are the problems, objectives, procedures, and the relation-

ships among all three clearly and logically stated? Does the statement

of procedures include, where applicable, information on semyaing techniques,

controls, data gathered, instruments used, and statistical and other analyses

made?)
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4. Rate the quality of this research according to one of the following
criteria:

5. E,'cellent - -A model of good practice

4. Good -- A few minor defects

3. Mediocre -- Not good, not bad

2. Poor -- Some serious defects

1. Completely Incompetent -- A "horrible example"

5. If you were the editor of a journal to which this report was submitted
forpublication, would you:

Accept -- Accept the article and publishlt without revision

Revise -- Ask for revisions and publish if the revisions were made

Reject -- Reject the article
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APPENDECK

SUPPLEMENTARY' EVALUATION CHECKLISTS

SENT TO RESEARCH SPECIALISTS

These were not returned and are not a part of the analysis.
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EVALUATING ETUCATIONAL RESEARCH ARTICLES (Edwin Wendt )

Rate each characteristic below on a 5-point scale as follows:

5 = Excellent; a model of good practice
4 = Good; a few minor defects
3 = Mediocre; not good, not bad
2 = Poor; some serious defects
1 = Completely incompetent; a "horrible example"

1 Problem is clearly stated.

2 Hypotheses are clearly stated.

3 Problem is significant.

4 Assumptions are clearly stated..

5 Limitations of the study are stated.

6 Important terms are. defined.

7 Relationship of the problem to previous research is made clear.

8 Research design is described fully.

9 Research design is appropriate to the solUtion of the problem.

10 Research- design is free of specific weaknesses.

11 Method of sampling is appropriate.

. 12 Population and sample are fully described.

13 Data-gathering methods or procedures are described,

15

16.

17

18

19-

20

Data-gathering methods.or procedures are appropriate to the solution
of the problem.

Data-gathering methods or procedures are utilized correctly.

Validity and reliability of the evidence gathered are established.

.Appropriate methods are selected to analyze the data.

Methods utilized in analyzing the data are applied correctly.

Results of 'the analysis are presented clearly.

Conclusions are clearly stated.

21 Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence presented.

r-22 .
Generalizations are confined to the population froth which the sample
was drawn.

23 Report is clearly written.

24 Report is logically organized.

25 Tone of the report displays an unbiased, impartial scientific attitude.

26 Conclusions are significant.

27' Conclusions are relevant tO,theproblem.
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AN INSTRUMENT FOR EVALUATING EXPERIMENTAL

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH REPORTS

Marilyn N. Suydam
The Pennsylvania State University

Directions:

Evaluate with the nine italicized questions which follow. The quality of the
article in terms of each questiOn should be rated on a five-point scale. The
specifications for these five points are:

1) Excellent: all requirements for the question are met; nothing
essential could be added

2) Very good: most requirements are met
3) Good: some requirements are met
q) Fair: a few requirements are met
5) Poor: none or too few of the requirements are met

Certain "key points" should be considered in ascertaining a rating for each
question. These are listed below the question, followed by adjectives which
indicate the continuum on which the "key point" should be assessed. Do NOT
make a response to these "key points". They are intended to focus the attention
of all raters on the same pertinent aspects of each question.

Please make only nine responses for each article, one for each question.

1. How practically or theoretically significant

a. Purpose

V. Problem origin
1) Rationale
2) Previous research

2. How. clearly defined is the problem?

a. Question

b. Hypothesis (es)

c. Independent variable(e)

d. Dependent variable(s)

well does the design answer the

a. Paradigm

b. Hypothesis(es)

c. Procedures

d. Treatments

e.' Lion

research

is the problem? (1-2-3-475)

(important- non - important)

(logical-illogical)
(appropriate-inappropriate)

(1-2-3-4-5)

(operational-vague)

(relevant-irrelevant)
(logical-illogical)

(operational-vague)
(relevant-irrelevant)

(operational-vague)
(relevant-irrelevant)

questions? (1-2-3-4-5)

.(appropriate- inappropriate)

(testable-untestable)

(clear-unclear)

(replicable-unreplicable)
(appropriate-inappropriate)

(appropriate-inappropriate)



4. How adequately does the design control

a. Independent variable(s)

b. Administration of treatment

c. Teacher or group factors

d. Subject or experimenter bias

e. Halo effect

f. Extraneous factors

g. Individual factors

99

variables? (1-2-3-4-5)

(uncontaminated-contaminated)

(rigorous-unrigorout)

(controlled-uncontrolled)

(controlled-uncontrolled)

(controlled-uncontrolled)

(controlled-uncontrolled)

(controlled-uncontrolled)

How properly is the sample selected for the
research?

a. Population

b. Drawing of sample

c. Assignment of treatment

d. Size

e. Characteristics

design and purpose of the
(1-2-374-5)

(appropriate-inappropriate)

(random-unspecified)

(random-unspecified)
/,

(appropriate-inappropriate)

(appropriate-inappropriate)

6. How valid and reliable are the measuring instruments or observational
techniques? i (1-2-3-4-5)

8.

a. Instrument or technique
-1) Description
2) Validity
3) Reliability for population

b. Procedures of data collection

How valid are the techniques of analysis

a. Statistical tests
1) Basic assumptions
2) Relation to design

b. Data
1) Treatment
2 Presentation
3) Level of significance

4) Discussibn

How appropriate are the interpretations
the data?

a. Consistency with results

b. Generalizations

c. Implications

d. Limitations

of data?

(excellent-poor)

(appropriate-inappropriate)
.(excellent-poor)

(careful-careless)

(1-2-3-4-5)

(satisfied-unclear
(appropriate-inappropriate

(appropriate-inappropriate)
(clear - unclear)

(specified-unspecified)
(appropriate-inappropriate)

(accurate-inaccurate)

aia generalizations from
(1-2-3-4-5)

(excellent-poor)

(reasonable-exaggerated)

(reasonable-exaggerated)

(noted-not noted)
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9. How adequately is the research reported? (1-2-3-4-5)

a. Organization. (excellent-poor)

b. Style (clear-vague)

'0.- Grammar (good-poor)

d. Completenes (excellent-poor)
(replicable-unreplicable)
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INSTRUMENT FOR EVALUATING SURVEY RESEARCH REPORTS

(Richard L. Kohr, The Pennsylvania State University)

Directions: The following instrument is to be used for evaluating survey
research reports within the framework of curriculum research. It is composed
of nine major questions which are underlined. You are to rate the quality of
the report in terms of each of these nine questions using the following
5-point scale:

(1) Excellent: all requirements for the question are met; nothing
essential could be added.

(2) Very good: most requirements are met.
(3) Good: some requirements are met.
(4) Fair: 'a few requirements are met.
(5) Poor: none or too few of the requirements are met,

In determining a. rating for each question, certain "key points" should be
considered These are listed below the question, followed by adjectives 1

which indicate the continuum on which the key point should be assessed.
Do NOT make a response to these "key points." They are intended to focus
the attention of all raters on the same pertinent aspects of each question.
In some studies certain "key points" may be irrelevant. In such cases base
your judgment on such "key points" as are relevant. It is also possible
that you may think of "key points" not included among those listed under
a major question. Where relevant, such additional "key points" may be
used in assessing that question. There may be some instances in which
none of the "key points' seem relevant or where the report fails to supply
sufficient information. If this occurs, evaluate the report in terms of
what you think' should have been done and/or what information should have
been included.
Please make only nine responses for each article, one for each questio4.

1 How practically or theoretically significant is the problem?
(1-2-3-4-5)

a. Purpose (important - non-important)
b. Problem origin

(1) Rationale (logical - illogical
(2) Previous research (related - unrelated)

c. Generalizability (extensive - limited)

2 How clearly defined is the survey problem? (1-2-3-4-5)
a. Objectives and procedures (specified - unspecified)

(operational - vague)
b. Delimitations (noted - not noted)
c. Variables

(1) Control relevant - irrelevant)
operational - vague)

(2) Dependent (relevant - irrelevant)
(operational - vague)

3 How relevant and how well defined is the population?
a. Precise definition of population

1) Geographical limits specified - unspecified)
(2) Time period covered specified - unspecified)
(3) Sociological description (specified - unsepcified)
(4) Sampling units (specified - unsepecified)

b. Relevance of defined population to problem (relevant - irrelevant)
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2

4 How adequate are the sampling procedures? (1-2-3-4-5)
a. Adequacy of sampling frame

(1) mime period covered (current - outdated)
(2) lusiveness of defined population (complete - incomplete)

b. Mettle., of sampling (specified - unspecified)
c. Obtained sample (appropriate - inappropriate)

(1) Size (sufficient - insufficient)
(2) -Rspresehtativeness (adequate - inadequate)

How adequately are sources of error controlled? (1-2-3-4-5)
a. Sampling error (controlled - uncontrolled)
b. Non-response (controlled - uncontrolled)
c. Interviewer bias (controlled - uncontrolled)
d. Response error (controlled - uncontrolled)
e. Response set (controlled - uncontrolled)
f. Experimenter bias controlled - uncontrolled)
g. 'Teacher effect controlled - uncontrolled)
h. Control variables controlled - uncontrolled)
i. Extraneous factors (controlled - uncontrolled)
j. Qualifications of research personnel

(Interviewers, etc.) (controlled - uncontrolled)

6 How adequate are the measuring instruments? (1-2-3-4-5)

a. Choide of measurement technique(s) (appropriate - inappropriate)
b. Instrument(s)

(1) Development of instrument (pretested - not pretested)
(2) Description of administration and scoring procedures

(clear - unclear)
(3) Wording of statements or questions clear - unclear)
(4) Sequence of statements or questions (logical - illogical) .

. (random - fixed)
5) Evidence of reliability (appropriate - inappropriate)

(6) EvidenCe of validity (appropriate - inappropriate)
(satisfactory - unsatisfactory)

c. Rules for categorizing (specified - unspecified)

How appropriate is the statistical analysis of the data?
a. Procedures of data collection (specified - unspecified)

(careful - careless)
b. Relation of obtained data to objectives (essential - unessential)

(sufficient f- insufficient)
Descriptive measures
(1) Statistics (appropriate - inappropriate)
2) Evaluation of descriptive data appropriate - inappropriate)
3) Establishment of relationships (appropriate - inappropriate)

d. Statistical tests
'1) Basic assumptions (satisfied - unsatisfied)
k0 Relation to procedures (appropriate - inappropriate)
(3) Significance levels (specified - unspecified)

e. Description of results (accurate -.inaccurate)
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8 How reasonable are the conclusions drawn from the data?
a. Interpretations (consistent - inconsistent)

reasonable - exaggerated)
reasonable - exaggerated)
(reasonable - exaggerated)

b. Generalizations
c. Implications
d. Qualifications

(1) Discussion

(2)

(3)

of methodological problems
and errors (comprehensive - limited)
Alternative explanations (noted - not noted)
Other limitations (noted - not noted)

9. How adequately is the research
a. Organization
b. Style
c. Grammar and mechanics
d. Completeness

e. Presentation of statistics

reported? (1-2-3-4-5)
excellent - poor)
clear - vague)
excellent - poor)
(replicable - unreplicable)
(complete - incomplete)

(clear - unclear)
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APPENDIX L

General Information Form

If you are available to participette in this research project,
please fill in the following information and answer the brief
items in the attached questionnaire.

Name
Address

Phone

Employment or school affiliations

Schools ---__--

Position* (specific)

Type of schools

K-6

Junior high school

High school

______College

(other) Specify*,

Number of years as a teacher and/or administrators _yrs
Degrees held!

less than bachelor's

Bachelor'sfahm=11Imm

Master's

Doctorate

(other) Specifys

Other relevant .informations ., (Area of interest, etc ;)
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APPENDIX M

TABLES AND FIGURES

5

This appendix contains the tables and figures referred
to in the Results section of this report. Several notes
are useful in interpreting theseltables and figures:

(1) The directionality of rating is reversed on
Rating Scale A. This is true both for the
ratings of the Research Specialists and those
of the Decision Makers. A high score on Scale
A indicates high quality. On all other scales,
a high score indicates low quality.

(2) The term "Group" (G) refers to a group of
IsommlniE.

(3) The term "Trial" (T) referb to the repeated
measurements on the same documents by both
a Research Specialist (trial 1) and by a
Decision Maker (trial 2).
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TABLE 2

RELIABILITIES OF THE RATING SCALES*

Research Specialists

Rating Scale A. (Overall Rating) 56 (9)

Rating Scale B (Accept-Revise-Reject) 15 (10)

Rating Scale C (Theoretical Contribution). .30 (11)

Rating Scale D (Practical Contribution). . .51 (11)

Rating Scale E (Methodology) 27 (11)

Decision Makers

Rating Scale A (Overall Rating) 36 (8)

Rating Scale B (Accept-Revise-Reject) " 24 (8)

Rating Scale C (Theoretical Contribution.. .51 (7)

Rating Scale D (Practical Contribution)... .37 (7)

Rating Scale E (Methodology) 48 (7)

*Figures in parentheses after reliability coefficients
indicate the number of documents included in the com-
putations.
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TABLE 4

COMPARATIVE RATINGS OF RESEARCH SPECIALISTS

AND DECISION MAKERS ON RATING SCALES

Rating Scale A. (Overall Rating)

Research Decision
Specialists Makers

No. Pct. No. Pct.

5. Excellent. 5 5.2 15 16.3
4. Good 26 27.3 32 34.7
3. Mediocre 22 23.1 29 31.5
2. Poor 32 33.6 15 16.3
1. Completely incompetent 10 10.5 1 10
* No response 7 10

2
x = 19.99 = 4) p < .001

Rating Scale B. (Accept-Revise-Reject)

No. Pct. No. Pct.

1. Accept 8 8.2 30 32.6
2. Revise 37 38.1 39 42.3
3. Reject 52 53.6 23 25.0

No response 5 10

x
2

= 23.87 (df = 2 ) p < .001

Rating Scale C. (Theoretical Contribution)

No. Pct. No. Pct.

1. Excellent 2 2.1 7 7.6

2. Above average 13 13.6 28 30.7
3 Mediocre 27 28.4 37 40.6
4. Below average 37 38.9 11 12.0
5. Incompetent 16 16.8 8 8.7
* No response 7 10

-2 L
x = eo.47 (DF = 4) p < .001
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TABLE 4, contd

Rating Scale D. (Practical Contribution)

Rese ar ch Decision
Specialists Makers

No. Pct. No. Pct.

1. Excellent 3 3.0 11 11.9
2. Above average 21 21.4 39 42.3
3. Mediocre 34 34.6 23 25.0
4. Below average 28 28.5 15 16.3

5. Incompetent 12 12.2 4 4.3
* No response 4 10

2
x = 22.20 (df = 4) p < .001

Rating Scale E. (Methodology)

No. Pct. Bo. Pct.

1. Excellent 7 7.2 9 9.7
2. Above average 16 16.4 14 15.2
3. Mediocre 24 24.7 41 44.5
4. Below average 28 28.8 19 20.6
5. Incompetent 22 22.6 9 9.7
* No response 5 10

% = 11.81 (df = 4) p < .05

*"No response" includes evaluations not returned and blank responses
on the rating scale.
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TAME 5

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE RATING SCALES

Research Specialists

Mean Standard Deviation

Rating Scale A *2.83 1.10

Rating Scale B 2.43 .66

Rating Scale C 3.54 .99

Rating Scale D 3.25 1.02

Rating Scale E 3.43 1.21

Decision Makers

Rating Scale A *3.48 .98

Rating Scale B 1.92 .75

Rating Scale .0 2.83 1.03

Rating Scale D 2.58 1.03

Rating Scale E 3.05 1.07

*The directionality of the rating is reversed on scale A. High scores on
this scale indicate a rating of high quality, whereas on all other scales
a higher score indicates lower quality.
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TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF THE RESEARCH SPECIALISTS RATINGS

ON THE ACCEPT-REVISE-REJECT SCALE WITH THOSE IN

WANDT'S .(1967) STUDY

n FC S. D.

Wandt (1967) 125 2.21 .74

Present Study *96 2.43 .66

t = 2.29

p < .05

* Several Research Specialists left this item blank.
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TABLE 7

RATINGS OF RESEARCH SPECIALISTS COMPARED TO

RATINGS OF DECISION

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

MAKERS

1 (Rating Scale A)

TOTAL 1.232b 171 -

BETWEEN 1.1678 85

. _

TRIALS 21.6337 1 20.462 .0001

ERROR JT) 1.0573 85

N VALID 86

T MEAN 1 2

20023 . 3.5116.

ANALYSIS FOR VARiAbLE 2 (Rating Scale B)

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO P

TOTAL e1765 175
__

BETWEEN .0734 87

TRIALS* 12.0227 1 26.83h .0000

ERROR (T) ,4480 87

N 9.41-J15 88

T MEAN 1 2
2.4318 1.9091



TABLE 7, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VAR I AbLE

4SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

3 (Rating Scale C)

D.F. F-RATIO

_TOTAL_ ._1654

BETWEEN 1.1482

,169

A4

TRIALS* 28.0059 1 32.451 .0000

R_R o_R ) ,8631]

N VALID 85

T MEAN 1 2
u 13
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ANALYSIS

TOTAL

BETWEEN

FOR VARIABLE

MEAN_S_OUA R

4 (Rating Scale D)

177

88

1.1932

1.206/

. ..1.. 28.9.29_
ERROR (T) .8980 88

89

T MEAN 1

_

2
3.3146 . 2.5506

.
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TABLE 7, cont.

A NAL Y S IS OR VARIAdLE 5_( Ra ing S c a is_ E)

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F.. FRAT/0 P

TOTAL 1.3397 175

r

BETWEEN 1,4017 87

TRIALS*
(

9.b511

(T)

1

ERROR 1.1833 B7

8.071 .0057

N. Y ALIA) 88.

T MEAN. 1 2 _

3.5000 3.0341

* Note that "Trial" (T) refers to the repeated
measurements on the same document by the Research
Specialists (trial 1) and by the Decision
Makers (trial 2).
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TABLE 8

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF DECISION

MAKERS (PH. D. VS. NON-PH. D.)

. _ _

GROUP 1 44 SUBJECTS, Documents Read by Ph. D.
Decision Makers

GROUP 2 _54 SUBJECTS. Documents Read by Non-Ph, D
Decision Makers

VARIABLE 1 (Rating Scale A)

6QYARE___ O.F. F-RATIn

1.050 169

1.1611 84

ANALYSIS FOR

..5.0URc. __MEAN

TOTAL

BETWEEN

GROUPS .1616 .1.. - .135 4149

ERROR 10) 1.1934 83

WITHIN 1.2882 85

TRIALS_ *
. . . _ _ 20..4.766 1. 19.621 .0001

G BY T 2.4026 1 2.302 .1?91

ERROR CT) 1.U436 83

G MEAN
3.1923 3.1304

.

T MEAN

N 39

1

46

2

2.8118 3.5059

'13 BY T 1 2

2.9744 3.4103

2 2.6739 3,5870
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TABLE 8, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR

SOURCE

VARIABLE (Rating Scale B)

MEAN SQvARE DF, F.RATIO

TOTAL .5713 173

FIETwBEN

GROUPS . 1 .1.939 .1639

ERROR (G) .5731 85

WITHIN .5.632....._:_....___ .....87_______

TRIALS* 11.1264 1 25.132 .0000

G BY 1 .2420 1 .541 .5315

.._..........!±42.7....._____ 85.

_SL_MEAN 1 2.

2.2632 2.102n

.38 49

1 ...

2.42b3 1.9195

GBYT 1 2

.4737 2..0526 _

2 263878 1.8163
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TABLE 8, cont.

_ANA L

SOURCE
.

.. V. A TABLE.

MEAN SQUARE

Rat

D.F. F-RATIO

TOTAL 1.1668 167

BET)tIEEN 1.1609_

GROUPS 1.4640 1 1,265 2630

ERROR (0) 1.1572 82

1,1726 84 _

TRIALS * 26.7202 1 30.909 .0000

.G BY T .8926 1 1.033 .3135

.E_RRQ_R__LT)

G E A N . 1 ., 2
3.320.5 3.1333

N VALID 39 45

T MEAN 1 2

1

2

3.6190 _ 2.8214

3.6410

3.6000

3.0000
. .

2.6667



TABLE 8, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE

SOURCE MEAN SUYARE

4 (Rating Scale D)

D.F. FRATIO

TOTAL 1.1774- 175

BETWEEN 1.e131 87

.6002 .657 .5747

ERROR _(01.

WITHIN 1.1420 88

TRIALS* 24,0057 28.111 .0000

. G BY T 3.0547 3,577 0587

ERROR (T) .8539 96

G MEAN 1 2
3.0000 2,8646

N VALID 40 48

T MEAN 1 2
_2.5560_

..G 0Y T 1 2

1 3,2250 2,7750

3.3542 2,3750

118



.119

TABLE 8, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VARIAdLE (Rating Scale E)

SOURCE MEAN S4uARE O.F. F-RATin P

TOTAL 1.3454 )73

BETWEEN 1.4042 86

GROUPS 1 1562 ____ ___.822 .6296

ERROR (0) 1.4071 85

WITHIN 1.2874 87

TRIALS* 91,1954 _I .0967

0 BY T 2.0405 1 1.721 .1900

' ERROR IT) 1.1855 85

G MEAN 1 2 .

3.1875 3.3511

N VALID 40 47

MEAN 1 2

3.5057 3.0460

GBY T 1

1 3,3000 3.0750

.3.6809 .3.0213

* Note that "Trial" (T) refers to the repeated measure-
ments on the same document by the Research Specialists
(trial 1) and by the Decision Makers (trial 2).
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TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION

OF DECISION MAKER

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE

MEAN SQUARE

t (Rating Scale A)

D.P. F -RATIOSOURCE

TOTAL 1.2192 169 _

BETWEEN 1.1494 84

_______ . ______
GROUPS 1.6973 3 .503 .2187

.-ERROR_(0) 1 1291 .__________ 81_._

1.2882 85

TRIALS * 20.4765 1 20.368 .0001

_______G _BY_T _. _____ 2.5302 3 2.17 .0620

ERROR (T) 1.0053 81

G MEAN 1 2 3 4

3.0000
. 1.1765. 3.3500 2.8571

N VALID 7 34 30 14

T MEAN 1 2

2.8235 _3.5176 .

G BY T__ 1 2

1 3.0000 3.0000 Research Organizations

2 2.9118 3.4412 CollegeS & Universities

3 '3.0333 3.6667 State & Local Systems

4 2.0714 3.6429 Individual Schools



TABLE 9, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE ? (Rating Scale B)

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F.

86

.5790_TOTAL

BETWEEN .5775

_

GROUPS .1250

WITHIN .5805

TRIALS * 11.6379

ERROR CT) .4352

G MEAN 1 2

.N VALID 7 32

T MEAN 1 2

3

87

1

2.642b3.. _ 1.9080..

1._L__

1 2.1429

2 2.4063

3 2.4848

4 2.4667

2

121

FRATIO P

.211 .8890

26.744 .0000

....... 2.102. .. .1048

3 4
2.1212. .... 2.1333

33 15

2.2857 Research Organizations

2.0313 Colleges & Universities

1_87516 state_ & Local. Systems

1.8000 Individual Schools
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TABLE 9, cont.

__.A.NALY_1.S_E13.13._.VARLABLE_

SOURCE

TOTAL

3 (Bating, Scale C)

F-RATIOMEAN SQUARE
--_-_-

1.1599

.

D.F.

167

BETWEEN 1.1471

GROUPS .8821 3 .162 .5213

ERRoR (0) 1.1570 80

WITHIN 1.1726 84

TRIALS * 26.7202 1 33.047 .0000

G BY T 2.3649

ERROR (1) .8086 80

0 MEAN 1 2 3 4
3.5.714 . 3.1000.

N VALID 7 32 30 15

T MEAN 1 2
3.6071 2.8095

BY T 1 2

1 3.4286

3.5938

3 3.5667

4 3.8000

3,7143 Research Organizations

2,9063 Colleges & Universities

__2,7000_ State &_I,ocal Systems

2.4000 Individual Schools
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TABLE 9, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR _VARIABLE _4_...

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F.

EScale U)

FPATIO P

TOTAL 1.1774 175

BETWEEN 1.2131 87

GROUPS .0459 3 .0037 .9900.

ERROR (3) 1.2548 84

WITHIN 1.1420 88

TRIALS* 24.0057 1 30.312 .0000

G BY T
_

3.3232 3 4.196 .0083

ERROR (T). .7920 84

3 MEAN 1 2 3 4
3.0000 2.9412 2.9063 2.9000

N VALID 34 32 15

T MEAN 1 2
3.2955 2.5568

fl AY T 2

1 2.7143 3.2857 Research Organizations

2

_ .

3.2353 2.6471 Colleges and Universities

3 3_234_38 Sta te and Sy-stems_Local-

4 3.6000 2.2000 Individual Schools



TABLE 9, cont.

_A NALYSIS__EOR_ VA RI MILE_

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

(Rating Scale E)_

D.F. F-RAT /0

TOTAL 1.3285 173

__BET W E _1,4702

GROUPS 5262 3 .376 .7739

ERROR (G) 1.4007 83

T.H I 1. Z874 _

TRIALS* 10.1379 1 A.801 .0042
_.

G 8Y 7
.

2,0842
_

3 1.809 .1504

_...ERROR_. 'EL.__ _ _ 141519 __. 83. - -- - -

_ G _ME AN.____:_____ ...._ 1 2 . 3 4

3.0714 3.2794 3.2097 3.4333

7 34 __________31__ 15 ____N_VALLa____

. MEAN._ _ . A 2 ...

3.5057 3.0230

-3 BAYS T 1 2

1 _

2

2.85,1

3.4706

3.4516

3.2857 Research. Organizations

3.0892 Colleges & Universities

2.9677 State & Local Systems

k__ .4.0000 _ 2.8667 individual Schools

* Note that "Trials" (T) refers to the repeated measure-
ments on the same document by the Research Specialists
(trial 1) and by the Decision Makers (trial 2).



TABLE 10

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY CLEARINGHOUSE

GROUP 1 5 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 2 .8 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 3 4 SUBJECTS.

GRO004--- 4 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 5 12 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 6 5 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 6 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 8 5 SUBJECTS.

GROUP 9 10 SUBJECTS.

6RouP1O--- 6 SUBJECTS.

GROUP11 9 SUBJECTS._

GROUP12 8 SUBJECTS.

,__ANALYW.FOR VARIABLE 1

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F.

TOTAL 1.e566

GROUPS 1.2156 11 .963 .5108

ERROR (G) 1.26213 65

G MEAN.

1

2.4000

5.

3.0000

9

2.8000

2

.2.8750_

6

2.4000

in
. 2.7500

3

.2.2500_

7

2.6667

11

3.5000

4

3.2500

8

107500

12

3.1250:

125



TABLE 10, cont.

--
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE

. _SOURCE ____....MEAN....SQUARE

TOTAL 77

GROUPS .6508

ERROR_ (G) .3942 66

2.8000 2.370 2.5000

126

1.61 1 04 9

. 4 .

2,0000

5 . 6 7 . 8
P.6364 2,8000 2,4000 2.5000

__ 9 10- 11 . . _ 12

70000 2.4000

_A NA LY_S.I S__FOR_ AU AgiLE - -

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

2.0000

-

D.F.

2.0000

F...RAT TO

TOTAL 0 566 76

GROUP-S 1716 a 73. . .2594

ERROR (0) .9202 65'

6 MEAN

1 2 3 4.

4 3 2 U

5 6 7

3.7273 -303000 4.0000 4.2500

9. 10 11 12
5556 .3.2222 3.2857-3-s-4-004
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TABLE 10, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 4

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

TOTAL 1.0500

GROUPS 1.0266

ERROR (G) 1.0538

... ......_
D.F.

78

11

67

___. _.

F-RATIO

.974 .5212

G MEAN

1 2 3 4
_ .._...

3,8060 3.3750 4,00Un 3.0000

.5 6 7 8

3.09o9 3.6000 3.16b7 4.0000-

9 1,0 11 12.....________________________._ .. .._.

3.1000 2.6000 2.88b9 3.0000

_ANALy_SI.5_.FOR Y.ARIAt3LE

SOURCE

TOTAL 1.4725

GROUPS 2.0937. .11. 1.529 .1420

MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO

ERROR (G) 1.3690 66

03 MEAN

3 4
4.2000 3.0000 4.2500 2.0000

5 6 7 8
3.1818 4.2000 3.3333 4.2500

9 In 11 3 P.

3.7000 3.6000 ,....3.2222
. -3.2851.
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. TABLE 11

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY SPONSGRSHIP OF REPORTS

GROUP

GROUP

GROUP

1

2

3

11

9

4

SUBJCTS.

SUBJECTS.

SUBJECTS.

SUBJECTS.

SUBJEC. TS,_

AERA Convention Papers

Smaller conventions and minor
journals

Educational Testing Service

Masters or Doctoral Theses

Other

GROUP 4

GROUP 5

5

73

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE

SOURCE MEAN SQYARE

1 (Rating Scale A)

D.F. F-RATIO P

TOTAL 1.4267 94

GROUPS 2.d097 4 2.430 .0526

ERROR (G) 1.1563 90

G MEAN 1 2 3 4 5

3.3000 1.8571 3.2500 3,4000 2.7971

N VALID
..

10
.7

5 69

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE ---2

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

TOTAL .'+356

GROUPS ..3303

ERROR (G) .4401

6 MEAN
2.2727

N VALID 11

(tating Seale B)

D.F. F-RATIO

96

4

92

,750

2.6667 2.7500

9 4

P

.5626

2.2500

4

2.4203

69



TABLE 11, cont.

ANA,LYSIS FOR YARIAULE (Rating Scale C)

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO P

TOTAL .9951 94

aR_OUPs a1561 4 3511___.. .0105

ERROR (0) .8990 9n

0 MEAN

N VALID 11

129

1 2 3 4 5
3.55'4'2

8 4 5 67

ANALYSIS DL-..

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO

TOTAL 1.U580 97

. .57V .

ERROR (6) 1.0696 . 93

G MEAN 1 2 3 4 5

3.0000 _. 3.5556 ....._ -2.7500 3.6000 3.261)9

N VALID '11 9 4 5 69

9.NALY.S.I.S__EOR_ VAR I.AbLE _5
(Rating_ScaleE)....

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F -RATIO P

TOTAL 1.4588 96

_GROUPS_ 381512 .. . 4_ _ __ 2.275. _ .06E

ERROR. (0) 1.3852 92

G MEAN 1 2 3 4 5

4_4000E 2.2500 - 2.6000 3.5294

N VALID 9 4 -5



TABLE 12

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY DECISION SITUATION

, ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 (Rating Scale A)

SOURCE MEAN SoUARE. ----D.F.----

BETWEEN 1.0177 70

GROUPS .3803 3 .364 .7824

ERROR. (0)___

WITHIN 1.3521 71

TRIALS* 19.0423 1 19.789 00001

3 BY T 4.1619 4,325 .0078

ERROR. (T). .9623 67

G MEAN 1 2 3 4
3.304.9 ,_3,1765 3.0909 3.1000

N VALID 23 17 11 20

T MEAN 1

2.8169 3.5493 .

130

!3__BY_T ______ . 1 2 Information Change

1 (n=25) 2,5217 4,0870 High Major

2 (n=19) 3.11(6 3.2353 High Minor

3 (n=11) 2.8182 3.3636 Low Major

4 (n=24) 2.9000 3.3000 Low Minor



TABLE 12, cont.

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 2 (Rating Scale B)

D.F. FRATIOSOURCE MEAN SQUARE

__TOTAL.___________.

BETWEEN .0099

GROUPS .9.22

ERROR_.(.4.1____ ______. 6106

WITHIN .5878

TRIALS* 10.2770

.6, By...L. .117729

ERROR CT). .3986

G MEAN 1

2.0400.

N VALID .25

T MEAN 1

.2.4054

4_13.Y T 1_._.

73

3

.. ..70_:_______

74

1

3...

70

2

P

131

.970 .5864

25.781 .0000

4.447. .0067

3 4
- 2.1176 -- 2.0909 2.3095

17 11 21

2
_ . 1.8784.

_______ 2 Information Change

1 (i1=25) .2.5200 1,5600 High Major

Tii=193 2.1116 2.1176. High Minor

. 3 (n=11) 2,4545 1,7273______ Low .Malor.

4 (n =24) 2.4762 2.1429 Low Minor
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TABLE 12, cont.

____ANALYSIS__COR _VARIABLE ARating-S.Cale

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. FRATZ0

TOTAL 1.1040 141

GROUPS 1.2453 3 1.21 .3124

ERROR (G) 1.0287 67

WITHIN 1.1690 71

TRIALS 23.6401 1 33.565 .0000

G BY 4,0073 .__ 5.678 .0019

ERROR (T) .7058 67

G MEAN 1 2 3 4
_ _3.4000_ 3.2500 3.3095

N VALID 25 15 10 21

T MEAN 1 2
.3.6197 . _2.8028 .

G BY T 1 2 J4If9rM4tiOn _ Change.

1(n=25) 3.8000 2.2000 High Major

--.219) 3.05333 3.2667 High Minor

3 (n=11): 3.5000. :_____3.0000._ Low Major

4 (n=24) 3.5238 3.0952 Low Minor

.



TABLE' 12, cont.

4.NALY4_15 EOR_VAFIABLE ...4_1120A51.1& sq41P_P)

_.... _____

SOURCE MEAN SOYAPE D.F.
.

TOTAL
..._. _......

1.1724 149

BETWEEN__BETWEEN_._ ... 1.1445 .74

GROUPS .1.7822 3

--ERROR fif:.7- 1.1176 71

! WITHIN 1.2000 75

TRIALS * 22.4267 1

----13 BY T 4:8638----- 3

ERROR (T) .7462 71

0 MEAN 1 2
2.6600 2.9167

N VALID
_ . 25 __18

T MEAN .1 2
3.2933 2.5200

1 2.

133

RiRAT/0
..

P

1.593 .1970

30.054 .0000

6.518 .0009

3 4

3.1364 3.0714

InformAtion Change

1(n =25? 3.4000 1,9200 High Major

2(n=19) 2.8889 k. 2.9444 High Minor

I3 (n=11) 1.7_213 , 245455_ Low .Major _._.

4(n=24) 3.2857 : 2.8571 Low Minor



TABLE 12, cont.

ANALYSIS_EOR__MARIABLE A (Rating Scale E.)

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

TOTAL 1.2670

ETA 2088

GROUPS '1.2054

ERROR (6) 1.2090

WITHIN 1.3243

TRIALS * 8.7568

G BY 7' 40339

AN_ 1

N VALID

3.0400

_ 1

3.5000 3.0135

0 BY T

2(n=19)

1-61-7=11-1--

4 (n=24)

*Note that "Trial" (T) refers to the repeated measure-
ments on the same document by the Research Speoialists
(trial 1) and by the Decision Makers (trial 2).

134.

D.F.

147

FRATIO

.73

3 .997 .5993

70

74

1 8.234 .0056

3 4.40 .0054

- 2 - - 3 . 4 .

3.3824 3.3182 3.3810

2

2 Information Change1

3.7200 2.3600 High. Major

3.3529 3.4118 High Minor

3.4545 3.1818 Low 'Major

3:3810 3.3810 Low.. Minor



TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ERIC DOCUMENTS

1970* 1971
(Vockell & Asher, 1970) (Present Study)

Total Documents
Examined 745 617

Number of Docu-
ments with 155 203
Research

Percent of Docu-
ments with 20.8 32,9
Research

Percent of Re-
search Docu-
ments Rated
Good or Ex-
cellent

Percent of Total
Documents Sup-
ported by Good
or Excellent
Research

39.3 32,5

6.7 5.0

135

* The 1970 sample was based on the abstracts from the first
ten months., of that year. Since this was a pilot study,
the criteria for classification were not as carefully
supervised as in the present study, Each document was
classified only once by one of sixteen reviewers. No
reliability check was attempted during the pilot study.

** Based on the research reports actually available. Reports
not available to the reviewers were excluded from this
computation.

*** Based on the total number of documents originally
examined, Thus this figure indicates the percentage
of the original documents which are supported by
empirical data. The other reports either contained
no data or were unavailable.
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5.0

4.5

4.o

3.5
3.o

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

Im.. mow ow ammo,
.41,

Documents
evaluated by

Ph. D.
Decision Maker

Documents
evaluated. by

Decision Maker-

137

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 8.

Also note that the directionality of Rating Scale A
is reversed. A high rating on this scale indicates
high quality in the document. On all other scales a
higher rating indicates lower quality.

FIGURE 1

INTERACTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE A *



3.0

2,5

2,0

1.5

1.0

4

Documents
evaluated by

Ph, D.
Decision Maker

Documents
evaluated by
non-Ph, D.

Decision Maker

138

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 8.

FIGURE 2

INTERACTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE B *
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Documents
evaluated by

Ph. D.
Decision Maker

Documents
evaluated by
non-Ph. D.

Decision Maker

= Research Specialist
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table

FIGURE 3

INTERACTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE C *
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5.0

4.5

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2,0

1.5

1.0

ti

Documents
evaluated by

Ph. D.
Decision Maker

Documents
evaluated by
non-Ph. D.

Decision Maker

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 8.

FIGURE

INTERACTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE D *



5.0

4.5
4.0

3.5
3.0

2.5

2,0

1.5

1.0

Documents
evaluated by

Ph. D.
Decision Maker

Documents
evaluated by
non-Ph. D.

Decision Maker

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 8.

FIGURE 5

INTERACTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE E *



5.0

4.5

3.5
3.0

2.5'
2.0

1.5

1.0

142

Research Colleges & State & Individual
Organizations Universities Local Schools

Systems

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 9.

FIGURE 6

INTERACTION OF INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE A *
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Research Colleges '& State & Individual
Organizations Universities Local Schools

Systems

la Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 9,

FIGURE 7 .

INTERACTION OF INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE B *



144

5.0

4.5

4.o

3.5

3.0

2.5

2,0

1.5

1.0

Research Colleges & State &
Organizations Universities Local

Systems

Individual
Schools

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makere

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 9.

FIGURE 8

INTERACTION OF INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS. ON RATING SCALE C *
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5.0

4,5

4,0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

Research Colleges & State & Individual
Organizations Universities Local Schools

Systems

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 9.

FIGURE 9

INTERACTION OF INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE D *



5,0

4.5

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

Research Colleges & State & Individual
Organizations Universities Local Schools

Systems

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

* Exact means for each group can be pound in Table 9.

FIGURE 10

INTERACTION OF INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATION OF DECISION MAKER

WITH DISCREPANCIES-IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE E *



5.0

4.5

4,0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

High
Information

Major
Change

High
Information

Minor
Change

Low
Information

Major
Change

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers
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Low
Information

Minor
Change

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 12,

FIGURE 11

INTERACTION OF DECISION SETTING WITH DISCREPANCIES

IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE A *



High'
Information
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FIGURE 12
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INTERACTION OF DECISION SETTING WITH DISCREPANCIES

IN RATINGS ON RATING SCALE C *



150

High
Information

Major
Change

High
Information

Minor
Change

Low
Information

Major
Change

= Research Specialists
= Decision Makers

Low
Information

Minor
Change

* Exact means for each group can be found in Table 12.

FIGURE 14
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